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CURRENT TOPICS. 


From THE fact that, in the debate in the House of Oommons 
on the 26th ult. on the vote of £33,246 for the Land Registry, the 
Attorney-General stated that he had not the information, asked 
for on several hands, as to how the experiment of compulsory 
registration of title had succeeded in London, as well as from the 
tone of his remarks, it may be surmised that the Land Registry 
has no encouraging statistics to present. That office has never 
shewn itself reluctant to give the widest publicity to anything 
which may tell in its favour. We shall await with interest the 
full information which the Attorney-General promised to give to 
the House on the report stage. 





AN ILLUsTRATION of one of the manifold blessings which may 
result from compulsory registration of title is afforded, as several 
correspondents this week point out, by the news, furaished by 
the Canadian correspondent of the Zimes, that ‘‘ the destruction 
of the Registry Office in Hull, near Ottawa, Canada, involves, 
owing to a defective vault, the loss of all the records of land titles. 
After the devastated area has been resurveyed, an Act of the 
Quebec Legislature will be necessary to re-establish the titles.” 
Suppose that a similar accident should happen to the Liucoln’s- 
inn-fields establishment, how mightily grateful the registered 
proprietors are likely to feel to the promoters of the scheme! 





Ir 1s, at least semi-officially, announced that provision is 
shortly to be made for the much-needed additional accommoda- 
tion in connection with the Royal Courts of Justice by the 
erection of three or four new courts on the ground to the west- 
ward of the present building. The convenience of this new 
accommodation will very largely depend upon the use to which 
these courts will be put, and it is much to be hoped that the 
opportunity will be taken of trausferring to them the work of 
the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division. This is special 
work, carried on almost entirely by a special body of prac- 
titioners and officials, who would not be in any real degree 
inconvenienced by being separated by a short distance from the 
principal building; and the two courts thus set free could, with 
great convenience, be allotted to the Chancery Division, company 
work, and the hearing of patent actions, which, with the present 

rovision made for the Chancery work, would all be thus 
appily grouped together. There would also be a marked 
advantage from the removal of the seafaring men and the 
divorce action witnesses who at present so constantly block the 
traffic along the western court corridor of the present building. 





Ir 1s saTisractory that the Court of Appeal in Re W. H. 
Gladstone (Times, 8rd inst.) have had the opportunity of over- 
ruling the recent decision of Kzxewion, J., in Re Newell and 
Nevill’s Contract (48 W. R. 181; 1900, 1 Ch. 90). The reasons 
against that decision have been so fully stated in these columns 
(ante, pp. 290, 404) that it is unnecessary to enter upon the 
matter at any length. Under section 6 of the Settled Land 
Act, 1882, a tenant for life is empowered to “lease the settled 
land, or any thereof” as in the section mentioned, and it 
was held by on, J., that the words “any thereof” 
contemplated only a of the land separated by vertical 
division from the adjacent land, and that, consequently, a 
building lease of the surface with a reservation of mines and 
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minerals was not effectual under the statute. . This construction 
was based partly upon the language of section 17, which 
expressly authorizes separate dealings with the surface and 
minerals in the case of “a sale, exchange, partition, or mining 
lease,”’ but not in the case of a building or occupation lease. It 
is possible, however, to explain this omission without upsetting 
conveyancing practice so far as to say thata power to grant 
such leases cannot be exercised by granting a lease of the 
surface only, and the Court of Appeal have felt no difficulty in 
resisting the suggested effect of section 17. Section 6 gives 
full power to grant both building and occupation leases, and 
also mining leases, and there is no reason why the grant of leases 
of the former kinds should be treated as excluding the possibility 
of a subsequent lease of the minerals. Since leases with 
reservations of minerals have been constantly granted in reliance 
upon the statutory power, the present decision avoids the 
disastrous results which threatened to follow from Re Newell and 
Nevil?’s Contract. 





THE Finvine of the jury in Vizetelly v. Mudio's Select Library 
(Limited) made it difficult for the Court of Appeal to grant a 
new trial; but, in the interest of the large class of persons who 
are engaged in the dissemination of literature it is desirable 
that the law of libel should be placed upon a more intelligible 
basis. The existing rule that everyone who publishes a libel is 
liable to pay damages to the person aggrieved, is fair enough 
in its application to those who are originally responsible for 
bringing the libel before the public—ia its application, that is, 
to the author and the publisher, using the latter term in its 
ordinary sense. But for legal purposes publication has a much 
wider signification, and after a libellous book has left the pub- 
lisher’s hands there is no limit to the number of persons who may 
find themselves entangled in litigation by reason of dealing with it. 
In Emmens v. Pottle (16 Q. B. D, 354) the Court of Appeal (Lord 
Esuer, M.R., Corron and Bowen, L.JJ.) saw the absurdity of the 
rule as applied to the vendor of a newspaper, and they got over 
the difficulty by holding that he was an ‘innocent dis- 
seminator” of the paper. The j had found (1) that the 
vendor did not know of the libel, (2) that his ignorance was not 
due to negligence, and (3) that the character of the paper was 
not such as to arouse suspicion ; and upon these findings it was 
thought possible to hold that he had not published the libel. 
How the knowledge of the newsvendor affects the mere fact of 
publication it is not easy to say, and on the present occasion the 
Court of Appeal (A. L. Surrn, Vavenan Wiiu1ams, and Romer, 
L.JJ.) have intimated doubt as to the correctness of their 
predecessors’ logic. However, in Viszetelly v. Mudie’s Select 
Library there was the important difference that the jury 
had given no finding rebutting negligence on the part of the 
defendants, and the difference was made the ground for not 
following Emmens v. Pottle. Whether the jury were justified in 
declining to absolve Mudie’s Library from negligence it is not 
now worth while to inquire, but it is permissible to hope that 
the Legislature may before long have an opportunity of con- 
sidering the general question. The practical inconvenience of the 
existing law has been felt by the managers of public libraries, 
and a special clause exempting them from the ordinary conse- 
—* of the law of libel has been inserted in the Public 

ibraries Bill, which has this session passed the House of 
Lords. The necessity of the clause in that Bill suggests that 
the doctrine of the ‘innocent disseminator” should receive 
legislative recognition in other directions as well. 





A coRRESPONDENT who points out that it is customary not 
to allow a wife to attest her husband’s execution of a deed, 
inquires whether there is any warrant for this at the present 
time. The current doubt as to the competency of the wife 
appears to be a relic of the old rule which precluded a wife 

1 giving evidence for or against her husband in pro- 
ceedings to which he was a party. ‘‘Husband and wife,” 
it is said, “‘are considered as one and the same person in 
Jaw, and to have the same affections and interest; from 
whence it has been established as a general rule that the 
husband cannot be a witness for or —- the wife, nor the 
wife be a witness for or against the husband, by reason of 





the implacable dissension which might be caused by it, and 
the great danger of perjury from taking the oaths of 
persons under so great a bias and the extreme hardship 
of the case”’ (Bac. Abr. tit. ‘“‘ Evidence” (A) (1)). It 
was a singularity of the old law that, in its anxiety to 
prevent perjury, it frequently frustrated justice by shutting out 
the only available testimony. In recent times we have gone 
upon a different principle, and the sources of admissible testi- 
mony have been greatly increased without, it is believed, in the 
result increasing perjury. The Evidence Act, 1851 (14 & 15 
Vict. c. 99), which made the parties to civil proceedings 
competent witnesses, was held not to alter the rule as to 
husband and wife (Stapleton v Croft, 21 L. J. Q. B. 247), but 
the omission was cured by the Evidence Amendment Act, 1853 
(16 & 17 Vict. c. 88), which expressly made the husbands and 
wives of the parties to civil proceedings competent and com- 
pellable to give evidence. Since this latter statute there has 
apparently been no reason why the wife of a person executing a 
deed should not be anattesting witness except in cases where by any 
chance the deed may lead to the institution of criminal proceedings. 
Upon this ground it has been suggested that the execution 
of a bill of sale should not be attested by the husband or wife 
of the grantor (Weir on Bills of Sale, p. 310), though at the 
present time such a witness would be competent, but not com- 
pellable, to prove the execution. Where, however, there is no 
possibility of criminal proceedings, the wife seems perfectly 
competent to attest her husband’s deed. 





THE suBsTANcE of the Registration of Firms Bill, which has 
been read a second time this week in the House of Commons and 
referred to a Select Committee, is contained in clauses 4 and 5. 
Clause 4 provides as follows: ‘‘ From and after the commence- 
ment of this Act—(a) every firm carrying on business or having 
any place of business in the United Kingdom under a trade- 
name which does not consist of the full or the usual names of all 
the partners or all the acting partners without any addition ; 
(5) every person carrying on business or having any place of 
business in the United Kingdom under any trade-name con- 
sisting of or containing any name or addition other than the 
full or the usual name of that person, shall register in the 
manner directed by this Act the name under which their or his 
business is or is intended to be carried on.” ‘ Usual 
name” is defined to include ‘a signature habitually used 
for business purposes.” Under clause 5 the particulars to 
be registered include the trade-name, the general nature of the 
business, the place or places of the business, and the “ full 
name, usual residence, and other occupation (if any) of the 
— or persons carrying on or intending to carry on the 

usiness.” Ohanges in the firm are to be registered within one 
month (clause 9). For default in registration a penalty of £1 
a day is suggested (clause 11); and in the event of an action 
being commenced by an unregistered firm the court may order 
the proper statement to be sent to the registrar, and may stay 
proceedings until the order has been complied with (clause 12). 
The register is to be open to public inspection, and certificates of 
registration may be obtained (clause 17). It is satisfactory that 
the House of Commons, although assenting to the principle of the 
measure, has not allowed it to go forward without inquiry before 
a Select Committee. Ostensibly the Bill is intended to check fraud, 
but the exact evils which its authors propose to meet have not at 
present been sufficiently stated. In the course of the debate 
reference was made to the aliases of moneylenders ; but in that 
case there is a recognized abuse of trading facilities which is 
receiving the attention of Parliament in a separate Bill. We 
are not aware that any special inconveniences have resulted from 
the practice of trading under firm names, and as the proposed 
procedure will involve both trouble and interference with 
existing practice, it ought not to be accepted without a clear case 
being made in its favour. The Bill will have to be considered 
also in relation to its effect on the law of partnership. At 

resent the existence of a partnership depends upon tests which 
it is often very difficult to apply; but it would seem that the 
result is on the whole in favour of creditors. Persons become 
liable as partners without ostensibly assuming that position. 





The measure will not improbably make it more 
difficul t for traders to procure — — 
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Wuere a patentee ts a licence under his patent to use 
and sell the invention in consideration of a sum of money or a 
minimum royalty, is the licence liable to ad valorem stamp duty or 
only to a deed stamp of 10s? The editor of Bythewood and 
Jarman’s Precedents (4th ed., p. 812) seems to be of opinion that 
a 10s. stamp is sufficient, but it is believed the Inland Revenue 
authorities have always claimed the higher duty: see Alpe (7th 
ed.), p. 119; also 2 Key and Elphinstone’s Precedents (6th ed.), p. 
393. The question would seem to resolve itself into two—namely, 
first, is a licence “‘ a conveyance on sale” within the meaning of 
the Stamp Act, 1891, s. 54 ; and secondly, is the right to use and 
sell an invention protected by a ae “« property” within the 
meaning of the same section? The section is as follows: “ For 
the purposes of this Act the expression ‘conveyance on sale’ 
includes every instrument, and every decree or order of any 
court or of any commissioners, whereby any pe a. 
any estate or interest in any property upon the e 
R is transferred to or vested in a purchaser or 
any other person on his behalf or by his direction.” 
It seems fairly clear that the first question must be answered 
in the affirmative, and the answer to the second question depends 
on whether a licence to use and sell an invention protected by a 

tent is a licence coupled with an interest or not. If it is a 

icence coupled with an interest, it would clearly seem to be 
“ property,” but if not, it would equally clearly seem not to be 
“ property,” and therefore not liable to ad valorem stamp duty. 
In Guyot v. Thomson (1894, 3 Oh. 8388, at p. 397), Livpxezy, 
L.J., doubted whether a licence under a patent is a 
licence coupled with an interest, but the case before him 
was not on the Stamp Act. In immer Aasphalte Paving 
Co. (Limited) v. Commissioners of Inland Revenue (L. R. 7 
Ex. 211) there was clearly no + coupled with the licence, 
and in Heap v. Hartley (42 Oh. D. 461) the licence was 
‘to use” only, and therefore did not amount to a grant. 
The point, however, seems to have been decided in favour of 
the Inland Revenue authorities in Smelting Co. of Australia v. 
Commissioners of Inland Revenue (1896, 2Q. B. 179; affirmed 1897, 
1Q.B. 175). In that case there was an ent, to sell a share 
of a colonial patent, as well as the benefit of a licence thereunder, 
and the court seems to have decided the two following points : 
First, that the share of * and the licence were respectively 
se gd ”; and secondly, that although the patent was a 
colonial patent, yet it did not come within the exception con- 
tained in section 59, sub-section 1, of the Stamp Act, 1891, as 
being “‘locally situated out of the United Kingdom.” It may 
be regretted, perhaps, that the first point was not more 
emphasized in the judgments as regards the licence alone, as 
the inclusion of a share of the patent at first sight seems to be 
material to the decision. 





Tue Invants’ Life Protection Act, 1897, was passed in order 
to put a stop to the many horrible abuses connected with what is 
known as “baby-farming.” A case, however, which came 
before the magistrate at the West London police-court reveals a 
serious defect in the Act. The Act is concerned with two 
classes of persons—first, those receiving for hire more than one 
infant under five years of age; second, those receiving for hire 
one infant only, if under two years of age, on consideration of a 
total sum not exceeding twenty pounds, without any a ent 
for further payment. Persons of each class are required to give 
notice to the local authority within forty-eight hours 
of the receiving; such notice to contain various particulars 
which will evable the authority to keep the infant in sight and 


see that it is P naga treated. Now, as against persons of the | Pp 


first class, the Act makes adequate provision for enforcing 
its requirements, and neglect to give the proper notices may be 
visited with a sentence of six months’ imprisonment for “an 
offence under this Act.” With regard, however, to persons of 
the second class, neglect to give the required notice is not an 
“offence”; and the only consequence is that the person 
disobeying the law ‘‘shall be liable to forfeit the 
amount of any sum received by him in _ respect of 
such infant,” and the court may order the money to 
be applied for the benefit of the infant as the court shall 
see fit. It is clear, therefore, that as the failure to give the 


prescribed notice is not an offence, an order of a court of 
summary jurisdiction that the amount be forfeited creates 
merely a civil debt. Hence the order cannot be enforced by 
imprisonment, in default of distress or otherwise, and the only 
course on non-payment of the amount is to take proceedings 
under the Debtors Act, 1869, when proof of means would have 
to be given before the debtor could be sent to prison. Further, 
the order of forfeiture can only be obtained by means of a 
summons ; and the proceeding being one to recover a civil debt, 
no warrant can issue to apprehend the defendant for failing to 
appear in answer to the summons. This state of things makes 
the provisions of the Act with regard to one infant almost futile. 
The case that is likely to ha’ is somewhat like this. The 
mother of an illegitimate child hands the child over to a person 
with a sum of £5, the person agreein adr teeny to bring up 
the child, and that the mother shall hear no more of it. 
afterwards the child has disappeared, and the person receivin 
the child refuses to give any account of its whereabouts. It 
may have been abandoned in some distant place, it may have 
been murdered. Anyhow the police are almost powerless, if 
they can discover no evidence of criminal conduct. Obviously 
the Act has few terrors for a person who receives infants under 
such conditions ; and having rid of one infant, he is ready to 
receive another without running any risk of punishment for dis- 
obeying the law. A person of this sort is probably more 
dangerous than one who receives a number of children, and it is 
unlikely that anyone will with the opinion of the 
magistrate that an amendment of the Act is urgently required. 





Aw rporTant extension of the principle of the Ancient 
Monuments Protection Act, 1882, is proposed by the Ancient 
Monuments Protection Bill, which has the House of 
Commons, and is now awaiting the consideration of the House 
of Lords. That Act empowered the owner of any ancient 
monuments specified in the schedule, or other monuments of a 
like character, to constitute the Commissioners of Works 
—— of the monument, and thereupon certain powers for 

e preservation and protection of the monument vested in the 
commissioners. Moreover, power was given to the commis- 
sioners to purchase, with consent of the Treasury, out of 
moneys provided by Parliament, any ancient monument to which 
the Act applied. The Act, however, applied only to ancient 
British or similar remains, and when, in 1892, a further —- 
taken, this was done in the interest of Ireland only. Thus, 
by the Ancient Monuments Protection (Ireland) Act, 1892, the 
Act of 1882 was extended to cases where the Commissioners 
of Works were “of opinion that the preservation of any 
ancient or medisval structure, erection, or monument, or of 
any remains thereof” was ‘‘a matter of public interest by 
reason of the historic, traditional, or artistic interest i 
Seven S08 > De peor — —— * a the 

ianshi such monument, e t Bill pr 

— My etn 1, that the above quovishen of the Act of 1892 
shall apply to Great Britain as well as to Ireland, and it confers 
upon the county councils powers similar to those which have been 
hitherto possessed by the Commissioners of Works, and appa- 
rently confers upon the council power to purchase ancient 
monuments out of public funds. Thus by clause 2 the 
“council of an administrative county, if they think fit, ma 
purchase by agreement any monument situate in su 
county or in any adjacent county, and may, at the request 
of the owner, consent to become the ians of any such 
monument, and may undertake or contribute towards the cost of 
reserving, maintaining, and managing any such monument, 
ey have p the same or become the guardians 
Clause 3 enables Commissioners or 


whether 
thereof or not.” 
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council are willing to co-operate to this end, aud if, moreover, 
voluntary contributions are forthcoming when necessary. 





Iy tHe case of The London Road Car Co. v. Harrison & Co, 
last week Bruce, J., had to decide a case of some hardship. 
arising out of a mistaken exercise of the powers conferred by 
the Injured Animals Act, 1894. The object of that Act is to 
provide for the slaughter without the owner’s consent of horses 
and certain other animals in cases of injury so serious as to 
make it cruel to keep them alive. This is, of course, an inter- 
ference—albeit for an excellent purpose—with private 

perty, and it is necessary that due caution should be exercised 

ore the Act is put into execution in any particular case, 
and that the statutory requirements should be strictly 
carried out. These are, in brief, as follows: a constable 
must find the animal ‘‘so severely injured that it cannot 
without cruelty be led away”; the owner must be absent 
or refuse to consent to the destruction of the animal; the 
constable must obtain the certificate of a veterinary surgeon 
‘‘ that the animal is mortally injured, or so severely that it is cruel 
to keep it alive.” In the case in question a constable saw one of 
the plaintiffs’ omnibus horses fall, and it appeared to be in great 
pain and unable to rise. He summoned a veterinary surgeon, who 
certified that it was suffering from azoturia (paralysis), and 
that he considered it to be cruel to keep it alive. The constable 
thereupon caused it to be slaughtered by the defendants. The 
action was brought to recover damages for its slaughter. The 
learned jud ° held that the certificate did not. protect the 
defendants from liability. It did not state that the horse was 
—** and the Act, in the learned judge’s opinion, does not 
apply to animals suffering from disease, but relates solely to 
injury from some external cause, and a horse which falls down 
from disease is not “injured” within the meaning of the Act. 
-The plaintiffs, therefore, recovered damages of an agreed 
amount. 





From THE reply of the Attorney-General to a question asked 
in the House of Commons last week, during the debate on 
Supply, as to the intentions of the Government regarding our 
circuit system, we learn that county court procedure has had 
careful consideration by the Lord Chancellor and judges. 
Whether these deliberations are of recent date and herald 
coming reforms we are unable to state. certainly the present 
moment, when public interest is more or less absorbed by war 
and its preparations, does not seem to be at all propitious 
for attempti any reorganization of the county courts 
by Act of Parliament, and, without one, very little can, we 
fear, be done to render those courts more efficient than 
they are at present. Repeated alterations of the existing 
county court rules are, on the other hand, to be deprecated, 
in the interest of practitioners, and especially of suitors 
conducting their own cases. This observation, however, 
does not of course apply to amendments or additions framed to 
remove or mitigate defects in procedure disclosed from time to 
time in the working of the existing rules. Hardly a year passes 
indeed without some new rules of procedure being framed, and, 
save by those who have access to the County Court Practices 
published year by year, it is to be feared that such rules are 
ignored until the penalty has to be paid of failure to observe 
them. In the present congested state of county court business, 
in many districts, owing in no small measure, it is believed, to 
the number of cases arising under the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, it would not, we submit, be desirable, or conducive to the 
public interest, to withdraw any county court judges from their 
—— work in order to utilize them as Commissioners of 

20. 








Mr. Justice Wills had a carriage accident at Sevenoaks on Saturday 
last, but has recovered from the severe shaking he sustained. It is hoped 
- the learned judge may return to the bench at or before the Trinity 


On the 1st inst., in the House of Lords, the County Courts (Investment 
of ite) Bill was read a second time, the Lord Chancellor stating 
that its object was to remove the restrictions in the way of the 
investment in the Post Office Savings Bank of moneys temporarily 
deposited in the county court. 





THE RECENT SCANDALS. 


TserE has arisen one of the periodic clamours against 
solicitors, and it must be admitted that recent events afford 
ground for some anxiety and humiliation. There have, as we 
all know, been failures of solicitors, not numerous, but in some 
cases for enormous amounts, and involving grave charges of 
dishonesty. The proportion of the black sheep to the rest of the 
flock is minute, but the black sheep have recently been 
uncommonly black. Matters have not been mended by the 
course taken (no doubt with the best intentions) by a leading 
firm of solicitors of issuing a circular to their clients stating in 
detail the precautions taken by them to secure their clients’ 
money. There are doubtless hundreds of other solicitors who 
have adopted for years many, or most, of the precautions men- 
tioned in this circular, but the effect of the issue of the circular 
on the public mind may be to suggest that there is something 
exceptional and unusual in solicitors taking measures to keep 
their clients’ money safe. 

Under these circumstances, the least that can be done is to 
institute an inquiry as to the best means of protecting the pro- 
fession and the public against malpractice, and we rejoice that a 
resolution was passed at the recent meeting of the Incorporated 
Law Society appointing a committee to conduct such an inquiry ; 
the President, with great tact, leaving the nomination of the 
first members of the committee in the hands of the mover of 
the resolution. But the committee would have been just as 
impartially constituted if it had been wholly appointed by the 
Council. The allegation made in this week’s issue of Zruth that 
distrust is felt both by the profession and by the public of the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society, because, forsooth, it 
is supposed that they desire to “hush up” certain matters, is 
ridiculous. The Council very naturally do not care to talk 
about: events which have caused them the most grievous 
annoyance and distress, but they know well enough that there 
is no possibility of ‘‘hushing up” the matters referred to 
when they have been for weeks the talk of the profession; and 
they have not, so far as we are aware, the slightest idea of 
“bolstering up” (to use the elegant language of the Zruth 
article) the firm concerned. We think that the writer of the 
article must have been misinformed, and that the ‘‘ bolstering 
up” he alleges is in reality the sacrifices made by connections 
to preserve the credit of the firm. 

Returning, however, to the object for which the committee 
has been appointed, we imagine that they will find it easy 
to state the reason for the recent failures, but difficult 
to suggest a practical and adequate remedy. The cause 
of the recent disasters, as we pointed out towards the end of last 
year, is that solicitors nowadays are tempted to step out of their 
proper work, and to wander into the hazardous paths of the 
financier ; and we took occasion then to draw pointed attention to 
the heavy responsibility which a solicitor, whose proper business 
depends on the trust of his clients, incurs if he enters on trans- 
actions apart from such proper business and involving financial 
risk. The only effectual remedy would be legislation making 
speculation by a solicitor professional misconduct punishable. 
by suspension or striking off the roll; but we are afraid 
that this is not practicable. How could the legislation 
be limited so as not to apply to ordinary investments of the 
solicitor’s own money ; or how could the offence be proved prior 
to the failure of the solicitor, when the penalty would be useless 
to defrauded clients and of no great moment to the solicitor ? 

There is this, however, to be said, that if such legislation took 
place, there would be thereby morally established a rule of 
conduct which would be likely to be followed by all the respect- 
able members of the profession. There ought, at all events, 
we submit, to be a strong pronouncement by the Oofincil of the 
Incorporated Law Society that it is the duty of solicitors to keep. 
to their legitimate business, and to refrain from speculation, 
financing, and other practices which furnish an alluring prospect: 
of gain, but are likely ultimately to lead to the bankruptcy 
court. 








There are the usual rumours afloat of the retirement of the Master of 
the Rolls, and the succession to that post of Sir Richard Webster; but we 
believe that nothing authentic is known on the subject. 
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TRESPASS ON HIGHWAYS. 


Aw owner of land crossed by a highway, and of the soil of the 
highway, used part of the land for training horses. A racing tout 
walked to and fro on the highway ober ying the horses exercise, 
and published notes of his observations. he landowner sued 
the tout for trespass to the highway: Hickman v. Maisey (48 
W. R. 385). The jury were directed by Mr. Justice Day that 
if the defendant had frequented the highway, not for the 
purpose of passing and repassing along it as an ordinary way- 
farer, but for the purpose of carrying on his business there by 
watching racehorses, it was a trespass ; but that if the defendant 
had only used the highway for the pu for which it was 
dedicated to the public—that ie, as a wayfarer, to pass and repass 
along it—it was not a trespass. The jury found that the 
defendant did not use the highway as an ordinary wayfarer, and 
judgment was entered for the plaintiff. 

This direction to the jury was affirmed on appeal by A. L. 
Surru, Cottms, and Romer, L.JJ. Lords Justices Surra and 
Romer held thatit was a trespass to use the highway (the plaintiff’s 
freehold) for the purpose of interfering with the lawful user by 
the plaintiff of his adjoiving land. Lord Justice Cotiins said that 
the public’s right of user is to pass and repass, with legitimate 
and reasonable extensions ; as an example of which Lord Justice 
Smirx instanced sketching on the side of the road. ‘ Then,” said 
Lord Justice Cotxins, ‘if we find a person using the highway 
outside the purpose for which it was dedicated to the public, 
that throws us back on the intent with which he entered,” 
referring to the Siz Carpenters’ case. Both Lords Justices Surra 
and Romer held the case before them to be covered by Harrison 
v. Duke of Rutland (41 W. R. 322; 1893, 1 Q. B. 142). 

In Harrison v. Duke of Rutland the trespass consisted in being 
on. the highway for the popes of preventing the owner from 
lawfully using it and his adjoining land for sporting. Lord 
Justice Kay in his judgment reviews many of the cases. The 
language of Crompton, J., in Reg, v. Pratt (4 E. & B. 860) 
is: ‘Ifa man use the land over which there is a right of way 
for any purpose, lawful or unlawful, other than that of passing 
and repassing he is a trespasser.” This, said Kay, L.J., must 
be read with the obvious qualification that the trespass referred 
to must be a purpose of using the soil of the highway itself 
otherwise than by merely passing and repassing. He meant, 
we take it, that the ulterior reason for which the man wants to 
get over the ground is immaterial. That he is travelling in 
order to commit a burglary does not make him a trespasser. 
But that he is on the highway to use it as a resting place, or a 
gazing place (lawful things in themselves), or for depasturing 
cattle (unlawful as against the owner of the soil), would make 
him a trespasser. 

It is easy to appreciate such law if the highway is used for 
some collateral purpose which interferes with the owner’s rights 
or property on or over the way itself, asin Harrison v. Duke of 
Rutland, beyond the extent to which passing and repassing 
would interfere with them. The duke, in the case referred to, 
was sporting and driving his game across his own freehold of 
the highway, and the trespasser went on the road solely to 

revent this being done. When, however, there is no such 
interference, curious refinements arise. In the case of the racing 
tout, the owner’s property in the highway was not disturbed ; the 
soil or growth of the road was not injured ; the owner’s use and 
enjoyment of his freehold was not interfered with. The offence 
was tho bare one of using the way for gazing or observation ; as 
if a man were on the road for the purpose of loitering or 
lying down, or of standing to observe stars, or listen to a 
nightingale, or look at a waterfall. It is true that Romer, L.J., 
says that the tout came on the highway for the purpose of 
interfering with the lawful user by the landowner of his own 
land, and the other Lords Justices seom to mean the same 
thing. But, with unfeigned respect, we fail to see in what way 
the landowner’s use of his land was interfered with. Assuming 
Mr. Justice Ornompron’s dictum to be sound, the law appears to 
be that any use of a highway beyond’ passing and repassing, 
and what is incidental to passing and repassing, is unauthorized 
and a trespass. A right of footway may, as has been held, 
justify a nursemaid wheeling a perambulator along a footpath, 
asan ordinary appendage to nurses out walking. Soa man 





assing on a highway may pause, or rest, or look about him, 
—— to the main pursait of journeying. But he could 
not justify going on the road for the purpose of resting, gazing, 
or the like. As Lord Esuer (quoted by Conxrs, L J.) said in 
Harrison v. Duke of Rutland: ‘Things are done upon highways 
by everybody which are recognized as being rightly done, 
and as —6 reasonable ‘and — a of using a 
highway as such. a person on a highway does n — 
9 picts 5 and usual mode of —9* it, I do not think he 
will be a trespasser. But if he goes on the highway, not for 
the purpose of using it as a highway, but for some other 
purpose, lawful or unlawful, he is committing a trespass against 
the owner of the soil.” 

If there is a highway adjoining a racecourse, or a football 
field, or a nurseryman’s flower garden, and people go there to 
view the races, or the match, or the flowers, from the road, and 
stand on the road for that purpose, they are trespassers. 
Supposing the owner of the soil of the road to own also the race- 
course, football field, or garden, and that a profit by gate-money 
or charge for admission to view is made on the racecourse, or 
field, or grounds, the case would be hard to distinguish from 
Hickman v. Maisey. d 

Practically, where the element of nuisance, annoyance, or 
damage is wanting, the law of trespass with regard to highways 
seldom comes into question. It is indeed quite possible that 
the system of watching pursued by a tout may be an annoyance 
in the nature of a nuisance. If pursued by a number of persons 
it might amount to an actionable nuisance. Where this element 
of nuisance is absent, we confess to doubting the soundness of 
the law which says that the public has a right to pass and repass, 
but no more, and no right to interfere with the soil or the owner’s 
rights therein, beyond such interference as is incidental to passing 
and repassing: that passing and repassing along the ro 
for the purpose of looking at some view or spectacle in the 
adjoining country is an unauthorized extension of the user, 
The difficulty is, why should the right to pass be affected by 
the motive or object which the wayfarer has in passing, or the 
incidental advan he gets by passing, so long as he does 
nothing with regard to the way itself except pass over it? In 
the Siz Carpenters’ case, there was an abuse of the licence to enter 
because it was not an absolute licence, but only a licence to enter 
for the purpose of being a customer. The right of passing on 
the king’s highway is a right irrespective, we should submit, of 
purpose or object. To say that the right to use the road for 
the purpose of passing and repassing excludes any other purpose 
or object, appears to be mere juggling with words. To use for 
the purpose of passing means to pass and means nothing else. 








REVIEWS. 
MUNICIPAL RECORDS. 


Carpirr RECORDS: BEING MATERIAIS FOR A HISTORY OF THE 
Counry BorovcH FROM THE EarwEst Trwxs. Edited by 
JoHN Hopson wa ing Archivist + hee vee ape of —2 
Prepared by Authority of the Corporation, under the Direction o 
the Records. — VorumE I, Cardiff: Published by order 
of the Corporation and sold by Elliot Stock. 
The Corporation of Cardiff are to be congratulated as well up »n 

the — irit which has initiated the undertaking of which the 
first volume lies before us, as upon the ability and thoroughness with 
which the volume has been pre} for the press. The documents 
which Mr. Matthews has had at his are very various, and 
together they throw much light upon — history of this 
important borough. The of honour is y assigned to the 
municipal charters, and ranging in date from about 1145 to 
1687, are printed in ical order in the first chapter. As far 
back, Mr. Matthews tells us, as British history extends, Cardiff has 
been the capital town of a rich in natural resources, and her 
inhabitants secured for themselves, at a Mc Sy period, definite con- 
stitutional rights, liberties, or privileges. The oldest formal statement 
of the municipal liberties and customs is in a document dating from 
some time prior to 1147, — —— the Cotton MSS., and printed 
as Charter I. This ive ti 

of ‘“‘Kerdif” and Tewkesbury, granted by Robert and William, 

Earls of Gloucester, and it contains in rules as to the right 


of a burgess to alienate burgage ! 
property. It is noteworthy that it exempts the burgesses the 
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feudal duty of taking their corn to the lord’s mill to be ground, and 
it authorizes them to brew and bake without licence and without toll 
‘and custom. 

The second charter dates from the year 1324, and was granted by 
Edward II. It is known only from the recital of it in the con- 
firmatory charter of Edward IIT. in 1359. In form it is expressed to 
be anne Se = first instance 8 tho a Sag — —— 
ganwg, Hugh le Despenser, and it gran e burgesses o i 
and piaihening towns exemption throughout the king’s dominions 
pug! ent of the customary dues in a < the transport and 
sale o' ir goods, save only in wool, leather, and wine. It seems 
that the exemption was claimed by Cardiff dealers in various 
parts of land in the first half of this century. After this 
there is a series of some seventeen charters granted at short inter- 
vals, either by the Crown, or by the lords of Glamorgan, many 
of them, however, being merely confirmations of previous charters. 
Tkus the charter of 1324 was confirmed, as already stated, by 
Edward ITI. in 1359; again by Henry IV. in 1400; by Henry VI. in 
1452; by Edward IV. in 1465; by the Duke of Gloucester in 1477; 
and by Elizabeth in 1581. The principal charter granted by the 
Despensers was one of 1340. This recognizes the right of the towns- 
men to municipal self-government, and regulates the election of 
officers, the sale of merchandize, the common rights, and the fairs to 
be held at Midsummer and in September. It was provided that at 
the former the constable should daily hold the Court of Piepowder. 
Burgesses were to be tried only by their fellow burgesses for matters 
arising within the liberties of the Vill of Cardiff. Ordinary pleas and 
plaints were to be tried in the Hundred Court of the town. The 
charter was confirmed by successive Lords of Glamorgan in 1358 and 
1397. In 1421 it was — confirmed, and fuller provision was made 
for the trial by their fellow burgesses of any of the burgesses of the 
towns of the Lordship of Glamorgan null of felony, and also for the 
election of aldermen, bailiffs, &c. After another co ation in 1423, 
the last of these feudal charters was ee in 1451 by the Earl 
of Warwick, who was then Lord of Glamorgan, the effect bein 
to confirm the previous charters and to extend the civil and crimin: 
jurisdiction of the town court. Finally, there are the further royal 
charters of James I. in 1608 and James II. in 1687, the former of 
which reconstituted Cardiff a free town governed by a corporation to 

be termed “ the bailiffs, aldermen, and burgesses.” All these charters, 

' which form a very interesting collection, are set out at length by Mr. 
Matthews, both in the origi Latin and in translations. In one or 
two instances they exist only in translations, and here Mr. Matthews 
has exercised his ingenuity by constructing a probable original. 
Additional interest is imparted by the insertion of facsimiles of parts 
of several of the charters. Some of the royal charters, having been 
granted to the Lords of Glamorgan and Morganwg, were not 
originally in the custody of the ration, but four of them—the 
charters of Edward III., Henry IV., Henry VI., and Edward IV.— 
have recently been presented to the corporation by the Marquis of 
Bute. The present publication is sufficient guarantee that in future 
these, with the other muniments of the corporation, will be in good 


The remainder of the volume deals in successive chapters with 
ministers’ accounts, inquisitions on death, Star Chamber proceedings, 
State papers, church goods of Llandaff Cathedral and Diocese, 
exchequer documents, and patent rolls. The ministers’ accounts 
shew the revenues, of which an account had to be rendered when the 
Lordship of G was temporarily under the control of the 
Crown, and give in detail the various payments and services 
incident to the hip. An account of 1542 is of special local 
interest, since it sets out the various tenements in Cardiff, with the 
names of the holders, the amounts of rent, and the situation of the 
premises, thus forming, as Mr. Matthews observes, a directory 
of the town for the middle of the sixteenth century. The 
same account claims an allowance of 4s. 4d. for costs and 


ses sustained in burning Thomas Capper, who was attainted 
of at Cardiff; and also 6s. 10d. for his diet in prison for 
130 days at the rate of 1d. aday. An allowance at the same rate is 


i in an account of 1519 for the diet of two felons prior to their 
—— “namely, for diet of each of them at 7d. a week, asin 
imilar cases it 
and in former years.” The ministers’ accounts are supple- 
mented by the — — on death, the first two of which relate to 
pe emg ma of Gi de Clare, Earl of Gloucester and Hertford, 
of G and Morganwg, who died about 1295, leaving as 
his heir a boy of four years of age. The various tenements in the 
lordship, with the rents and services which they rendered, are here 
stated in great detail. The Star Chamber proceedings indicate that 
that tribunal, whatever technical objections there may have been 
to it, formed a useful resort in cases of o ion and violence. 
Among the State > is interesting to note one of 1602, which 
ew, one of the principal ironfounders in the 
of Cardiff, was suspected of rem heap to the King 
It is accordingly ordered by the Privy Counci] that masters 


was the custom to allow for such felons so imprisoned P 





of iron furnaces shall bind themselves before justices of the peace not 
to cast ordnance. 

The above summary will give some idea of the contents of a 
work which abounds in information of importance to the student 
of feudal and municipal history. We may add that no pains have 
been s to present the volume in a dsome and convenient 
form, and its attractiveness is increased by the engravings and 
architectural designs with which it is copiously embellished. It is to 
be hoped that the example which Cardiff has thus worthily set 
will be followed by other towns which possess materials of like 
interest. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Action at Law: —* Concise Analysis of the Practice of the 
Courts. By JosEPH A. SHEARWOOD, Barrister-at-Law. Second 
Edition. Geo. Barber. 


Journal of the Society of Comparative Legislation. Edited for 
the Society by JoHN MAcDONELL, Esq., C.B., LL.D., and Epwarp 
MAnsoN, Esq. New Series, No.1. John Murray. is. net. 








CORRESPONDENCE, 
ATTESTATION OF DEEDS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—It is customary not to allow a wife to attest her husband’s 
execution of a deed. Can you tell me if there is any warrant for this 
at the present time P m. Y. 

29, Mark-lane, E.C., May 2. 

[See observations under “ Current Topics.” —Eb. S.J.] 





PREVENTION OF CORRUPTION BILL. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—Referring to your remarks at pp. 356 and 357 on this Bill, 
it is to be hoped that some Member of Parliament will do his best 
to prevent the Bill passing the Commons. 

f passed the Act is likely to be a trap for business men, and it is a 
pity that encouragement should be given to the modern tendency of 
sweeping into the police-courts large classes of persons who are not 
criminals, xX. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
ROBERTSON v. MAYOR, &c., OF BRISTOL. No. t. 30th April. 


Loca Government —Streets— Paving Expenses— Power To ALTER 
Wnts or Foorway—Pvus.itc Hears Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vier. c. 55), 
s. 150. 


Appeal from the judgment of Grantham, J., at the trial of the action 
without a jury at Bristol. The plaintiff was the owner of certain land 
which he laid out as a building estate in 1890. The land was within the 
district of the St. George’s Local Board, and the plans which were 
deposited shewed a proposed street called Robertson-road having along 

of it a carriageway 30ft. wide and footways on each -ide 7ft. 6in 
wide, and along the rest a iageway 27ft. wide and footways on 
each side 6ft. Gin. wide. The local board in 1892 approved of the plans, 
and the street was laid out and completed, but was not taken over by the 
local board or by their successors, the Sc. George’s Urban District Council. 
On the 31st of October, 1897, the St. George’s district was incorporated 
with the City of Bristol, and the powers and duties of the urban council 
were transferred to the defendants. The defendants resolved to take 
over the street, and served notices on the frontagers under section 150 of 
the Public Health Act, 1875, to pave, channel, and make good the street 
according to plans which shewed that part of the footways were to be 
thrown into the carriageway, so as to make a uniform footway six feet in 
width. The frontagers —* failed to execute the works, the defendants 
roceeded to do so, when the plaintiff brought this action to restrain them 
from altering the respective tion and measurement of the carriageway 
and footways. Grantham, J., held that the defendants had power to deal 
with the carriageway and footways of the street under section 150 of the 
Public Health Act, 1875, as they thought best in the public imterest. The 
plaintiff appealed. 

Tae Oovrtr (A. L. Barra, Vavenan Wituiams, and Romer, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal, ho that the defendants had no power under 


section 150 of the Public Health Act, 1875, to alter the respective widths 
of the ay and footways of the street, but must pave and 
make up the street as they found it when they served the notices under 


section 150.—CounssL, J. A. Foote, Q.C., Duke, Q. O., and F. E. Weatherly ; 
Joseph Walton, Q.0., and Clavell Salter. Soricrtons, Ford § Ford, for 
Wansbrough, Dickinson, Robinson, § Tayler, Bristol; Robins, Hay, Waters, 
$ Hay, tor D. Travers Burges, Bristol. 

[Reported by W. F. Banny, Barrister-gt-Law. | 
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VIDITZ v. O'HAGAN. No. 2. 25th, 26th, 30th April. 


Marriace SerrieMent—Huspanpd A Domicttep AustRiaN—RatIFICATION— 
Repupration—Avstrian Law—AppiicaTion oF Enouisx Law. 


This wasan appeal from adecision of Cozens-Hardy,J. In November, 1864, 
Mrs. Viditz, the only child of an Irish peer, was at the age of eighteen 
married to Mr. Viditz, who was then and still isa domiciled Austrian. The 
marriage took place in Switzerland. Prior to the marriage, marriage 
articles were executed at Berne, at the British Embassy, in November, 1864 
Mrs. Viditz attained twenty-one in 1867. In 1880 a deed in English form 
was executed in Paris, which — ag to be a settlement made in 
pursuance of the articles. In 1882 . Viditz’s father died, and by bis 
will left all his property to charity. Litigation ensued, and Mrs. Viditz 
sought to set aside the will. A com was effected in March, 1884, 
under which a sum of £5,000 was to be paid to her. In 1892 the trustees 
informed Mrs. Viditz that the £5,000 payable to her under the com 
would have to be paid to the trustees of her marriage settlement. led 
to advice being taken, and on the 18th of November, 1893, a document 
was executed by Mr. and Mrs. Viditz in Austria, by which they purported 
to annul and put an end to the settlement. There was evidence that, 
according to Austrian law, it is competent to a busband and wife to revoke 
a marriage contract, notwithstanding the birth of issue. Mr. and Mrs. 
Viditz and their children, who have attained twenty-one, brought this 
action claiming a declaration that the settlement created by the deeds of 
1864 and 1880 had been got rid of by the transaction of 1893. Cozens- 
Hardy, J., held that the marriage articles of 1864 were valid and were 
governed by English law, and that the lady, not having repndiated them 
within a reasonable time after she attained twenty-one, she was abrolutely 
bound by them. and that she could not, therefore, elect from time to time 
during the joint lives of her husband and herself as property fell in 
whether she would affirm the articles. Consequently the £5,000 was 
bound by the settlement. The plaintiffs appealed. 

Tue Court (Linptey, M.R., Ricsy and Cox.ins, L.JJ.) allowed the 
appeal. 

Lupuxx, M.R., in the course of his judgment, said: The first question 
was as to the construction of the articles—whether the £5,000 was com- 
rised in the settlement or not. In his lordship’s opinion this sum must 
Ss considered as having arisen from the real estate of the lady’s father, 
and it was not included in the covenant as to her after-acquired 
pro ty, but in another covenant relating to real estate which was not 
inding on her. Consequently the £5,000 was not bound by the settle- 
ment. The second and more difficult question was whether the settlement 
had become binding on the lady. Under English law it was a voidable 
contract. By Austrian law she was unable to ratify the contract, or to 
lace it out of her power to revoke it. She executed documents which by 
nglish law would have amounted to a ratification, but by Austrian law 
those documents were invalid so far as they purported to ratify the settle- 
ment. She had neither before nor after the marriage power to make an 
irrevocable contract. Cozens-Hardy, J., held that the settlement was an 
English one and governed by English law; that under that law it became 
binding on the lady, unless she repudiated it within a reasonable time 
after she attained ——— and that, as she did not repudiate it within 
a reasonable time, it had become binding on her. In the view of the Master 
of the Rolls that was not sound reasoning. The point now raised did not arise 
in Van Grutten v. Digby (31 Beav. 561) on which the learned judge relied. In 
the present case the difficulty arose on the capacity to contract. What was 
the effect of English law as — by the House of Lords in Fdwards 
v. Carter (1893, A. C. 360) ? me contracts by infants were held to be 
absolutely void, on the ground that they could not possibly be for the 
benefit of the infant. But the great bulk of contracts by infants were 
voidable—i.e.,‘the infant when he came of age, could elect whether he 
would affirm or repudiate the contract. If the infant did nothing to 
repudiate within a reasonable time after attaining twenty-one the contract 
would bind him. It would be an entire mistake to apply this of the 
English law to such a case as the present Could the d eas toa 
reasonable time be applied? It seemed to his lordship that it would be 
contrary to sense to do so, for the result would be that the contract 
would be binding when the infant had never had capacity before or after 
the marriage to make or to affirm it. In his lordship’s view the effect of 
the infant’s change of domicil by the was that the English 
doctrine bad no application, because of her incapacity to confirm the 
contract. It * be put in another way by taying that the effect of the 
change of domicil was to enlarge the time for repudiation. His lordshi 
did not see how it could be eaid that a reasonable time had ela ‘ 
The result was that the settlement must be considered as annulled. 

Ricby and Oo1ins, L.JJ., reseed their concurrence.—CovunssL, 
Dicey, Q.O0., and Micklem, Q.C. ; Hughes, Q.0., and Ingpen, Q.0.; C. D. 
Lynch, Soxtctrors, Kearsey, Hawes, § Co.; Blount, Lynch, § Petre. 

[Reported by Pavt Srricxianp, Barrister-at-Law. | 


MUTTON vo. PEAT. No.2. 25th April. 


Banker AND Ovstomern—Two Accounts—Deposrr ror Dest Dug on OnE 
Account— APPROPRIATION—RuGuts Or Turrp Parris. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Byrne, J. (reported 48 W. R. 62; 
1899, 2 Ch. 556). The facts were as follow: Tatham & Oo., stockbrokers, 
had two accounts with their bankers, a current and a loan account. On 
the loan account they owed on the 30th of December, 1895, £7,500, and 
to secure this amount they had deposited with the bank certain securities 
which in reality belonged to some of their clienta, one of whom was the 
plaintiff in the action. On the 11th of January, 1896, Tatham & Oo. paid 
into their current account £790 4s. 6d., which they had received from one 
Parker, another client cf theirs, for investment. The bank were not aware 
that Tatham & Co. had received this sum in a fiduciary capacity. Two 


days afterwards Tatham & Co. were declared defaulters on the Stock 
Exchange, and on the 14th of January they were adjudicated bankrupt. 
On the 20th of January the bank closed Tatham & Oo.’s current account, 
and transferred the credit balance, amoun‘ to £1,362 10s., made 
partiy of the above-mentioned £790 4s. 6d. At various times the 
sold the securities deposited to secure the £7,500, and, as was shewn by 
t, the receipts to the 
balance then remaining at the date of such sales. They did not 
any part of the £1,36: 10s., and Parker claimed to have his £790 4s. 
eee Byrne, J., decided in favour of Parker. 
—— aes 
TuE Covar Ley, M.R., Bicsy and Coins, L.JJ.) allowed the 


1. 

_ M.R., said that Byrne, J., had gone wrong on a question of 
fact. He had decided the case on the theory that the bonds were deposited 
as security for what was due on the loan account alone. There was no 
agreement to that effect. The bonds were deposited to secure the amount 
due from the brokers to the bankers. The amount due to the bankers was 
what was owing to them on both accounts, and the plaintiffs were entitled 
to have their bonds back when that amount had been paid. 

Ricsy and Cotims, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, Levett, Q.0., and Hull ; 
G. Lawrence ; Kenyon Parker. Soxicrrors, Bower, Cotton, § Bower, for H. B. 
Bradley, Folkestone ; Longbourne, Stevens, $ Co. ; Foyer § Hordern, 

(Reported by J. I. Srretine, Barrister-at-Law. | 


NATIONAL SOCIETY FOR THE DISTRIBUTION OF ELECTRICITY v. 
GIBBS. No.2. 24th and 25th April. 


Patrant—Jornt PaTEntEES—AGREEMENT TO SeLit—CoveNnants FoR VALIDITY 
or Parents—Jornt AND SeveraL CovENANTS. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Cozens-Hardy, J. (reported 1899, 
2 Ch. 289). By an ent under seal dated the 25th of May, 1883, 
Lucien Gaulard and John Dixon Gibbs (thereinafter called the vendors) 
agreed to sell to the plaintiff company certain letters patent therein 
mentioned. By clause 6 of the agreement the vendors were to establish 
a title to all the inventions and letters patent thereby agreed to be sold 
and to assign and tranefer the same to the company. So much of clause 7 
as is material to the present report ran as we: “ . . . the said 
vendors and all other necese parties, if any, shall at the cost of the 
said company execute such ts to the said company or as they 
shall direct, and such assi ents respectively shall contain a covenant 
by the said vendors that the letters patent thereby assigned or any 
letters patent which may thus have beer obtained in substitution for 
the same, or in ¢ of such invention as is protected thereby, 
are valid and in nowise void or voidable, and also such other covenants 
and provisions as may be reasonably uired by the said company 
for giving effect to the sale hereby agreed to be made.”” Among the 

tents referred to in the agreement was an English patent for the distri- 
Cosa of electricity by means of secondary motors. The grant of the 
patent was in the usual form to Gaulerd and Gibbs, ‘‘their executors, 
administrators, and assigns.’’ Gaulard died in 1888, and Madame Ruelle, 
one of the defendants, was his administratrix. [In the present action, 
which was brought against Gibbs and Madame Ruelle, the com 
alleged that the tion for the sale of the nts had 
paid, that the patents had not been assigned to the company, that 
the patents were entirely or in bony void or voidable, that in some 
countries the patents had been declared void, and that the com 
had suffered damage by having to pay costs, and by the value of the 
patents having been reduced e company accordiogly claimed (1) that 
the defendants might be ordered to assign the patents; (2) damages for 
breaches of agreement and warrants; and (3) repayment of a portion of 
the purchase-money. As against Gibbs the action was compromised. 
The Sefendant Madame Ruelle alleged by her defence that the plaintiff 
company had taken proceedings in France t her and others to 
enforce the agreement of the 25th of Msy, 1883, and that by an order of 
the Paris Court of A of the 2nd of June, 1897, the plaintiff company 
were ordered to her under the agreement the sum of £2,581 3s., 
with interest, and that this sum still remained unpaid, and she counter- 
claimed for that amount with interest. At the trial of the action the 
objection was taken that the grant of letters patent was to Gaulard and 
Gibbs jointly, and that on the death of Gaulard the joint interest passed 
to Gibbs by survivorship, and that the obligation created by clause 7 was 
merely a joint covenant, and that only the survivor Gibbs could be sued 
on it. Cozens-Hardy, J., upheld these objections, and diemissed both the 
action and the counterclaim. Madame Ruelle from the judg- 
ment so far as it related to the counterclaim, the plaintiffs served a 
cross-notice of appeal so far as the judgment related to the action. 

Tux Oovrr (Linpiey, M.R., Riesy and Coxtims, L.JJ.) allowed both 


a 6 

. pLEY, M.R.—I cannot adopt the view taken by the learned judge. 

Gaulard and Gibbs were two patentees who were entitled to various 
tents. It is obvious that were not mere co-owners of their patents, 

and that they took them out the Purpose of making money. They 
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far in deciding the case on the ground he has. The learned judge took a 
short cut in dealing with the rights of the parties, and held that this was 
a joint covenant, and that consequently on the death of Gaulard there was 
no remedy against his personal representative, and it followed from that view 
that the counterclaim also failed. In our opinion that order ought to be 
reversed, and there ought to be a declaration that upon the true construc- 
tion of the agreement the right of the plaintiff company to relief against 
Madame Ruelle ought to be ascertained upon the footing that Gaulard and 
Gibbs had jointly covenanted to assign the patents mentioned in the agree- 
ment to the plaintiff company and that such assignment should contain 
joint and several covenants by Gaulard and Gibbs with the company that 
such patents were valid and in no wise void ; and, further, that the amount 
due to Madame Ruelle from the company ought to be ascertained upon the 
footing of the judgment of the French Court of Appeal. The action and 
counterclaim will be remitted to Cozens-Hardy, J., for trial, and all the 
costs will be reserved to be dealt with by him.—Covunszt, Eve, Q.C., 
and Rowden, Q.C.; Moulton, Q.C., and Gore Browne. Souicrtors, Edward 
Betteley ; Campbell, Reeves, §& Hooper. 
[Reported by J. I. Srizuixe, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re CLEMOW. YEO ». CLEMOW. Kekewich, J. 26th April. 


TesTaAMENTARY Exprenses—InrTesTacy—Exrenses OF ADMINISTRATION— 
Costs or Prosatz AcTtion—Estate Dery. 


A testator, who died in 1894, by his will bequeathrd his residue to his 
trustees upon trust to pay the income thereof to his wife during her life 
for her separate use, and after her decease the testator directed his 
executors and trustees ‘‘after paying my widow’s funeral and testa- 
mentary expenses and debts’’ to apply the residue as therein directed. 
The testator’s widow died in 1899, having left what purported to be a will. 
Two of the next-of-kin of the widow, Buck and Yeo, entered a caveat against 
this will, and Buck eventually brought an action in the Probate Division, 
and on the 4th of December, 1899, Barnes, J., pronounced against the alleged 
will, but made no order as to costs. On the 29th of December, 1899, letters 
of administration to the estate of the widow were granted to Yeo with the 
assent of Buck. The executors of the testator had paid the funeral 
expenses and debts of the widow. This was a summons taken out by Yeo 
as administratrix of the widow, she was also an executrix of the testator’s 
‘ will, against the other executor of the testator’s will and his residuary 
legatees, asking whether his executors were bound or entitled 
to pay out of his residue, (2) the costs of Buck of the action 
in the Probate Division; (5) all costs properly incurred by Yeo 
in obtaining the grant of letters of administration; (c) the estate duty 
payable on the death of the widow on her estate which consisted of 
personalty only ; and (d) the costs, charges, and expenses of and in con- 
nection with the administration of the estate of the widow. The first 
point to be decided was whether, as the widow died intestate, she could be 
said to have testamentary expenses. 


Kexewicu, J.—The question which falls for decision here is both curious 
and novel, What is the meaning of the expression ‘‘ testamentary 
expenses’’? The novelty consists in the strange peculiarity that this direction 
for the payment of testamentary expenses is not one for the payment of 
the testamentary expenses of the testator, but of someone else—namely, 
his wife. The first point taken is that ‘‘ testamentary expences ’’ can have 
no application here, for that there are none, as the lady died according to 
the decree of the court intestate, and that there can be no testamentary 
expenses where there is no testament. That is a strong thing to say, 
though, etymologically, there is justification for it. I will decide 
that point first. [After referring to Sharp v. Lush (10 Oh. D. 468 
and Ke Prince, Godwin v. Prince (1898, 2 Ch. 225), the learned judge said ; 
In those cases the meaning of testamentary expenses is expounded as going 
beyond the expenses of the will, and I do not think they meant to limit 
the cosis of administration to the case where there is an executor and 
exclude the case where there is an administrator. But I have also the 
authority of a dictionary, the Century Dictionary, as to the meaning of 
testamentary, it defines it as ‘‘ relating or pertaining to a will or wills; 
also relating to administration of the estates of deceased persons.” I 
think, therefore, that the existence of a testament is not essential to the 
proper use of the word testamentary, and that that word is equally 
applicabie where there is no testament. Then there is one other point in 
this part of the case. This widow had made a will, and a caveat was 


entered against the probate by two persons, Yeo and Buck, who were in | 
' sub-section 2, of the Act of 1882, this argument was not well founded. 


the same relation to the alleged testatrix, so that they were the persons 


entitled to letters of administration. They entered the caveat, which was | 


warned, and it became necessary to bring an action, which might be 
brought either by Yeo or by Buck, or by both, and Buck brought it and 
was successful, and in the result the will fell to the ground and 
letters of administration were issued and granted to Yeo. The question 
thea arises, can the costs of that action inctitred by Buck be paid out of 
the testator’s estate? Can Yeo require the testator’s estate to pay Buck’s 
costs, she not having incurred them, and not béjag liable to pay them her- 
self? I think that the proper inference is that\ they were rea!ly incurred 
for the benefit of the widow’s estate —that is t» say, for the benefit of her 
next-of-kin, and whether the costs were incurred one or the other of 
them, Yeo or Buck, 1s immaterial. The widow’s will has been got out of 
the way at the expence of her estate, and therefore I think that I ought to 
allow the costs of that litigation—that is to say, Buck’s costs, as tes'a- 
mentary expenses of the widow. Th:n there is one more argument. It is 
said that the judge in the probate action did not allow any costs out of the 





estate, but he did not say that in a proper action for the administration of 
the estate he would not allow costs. That leaves me at large to allow 
or disallow these costs. He had one question before him: I have 
another—namely, whether these costs are testamentary expenses, which 
depends upon the construction of a will which he probably never saw. 
There is one other point, and that is whether estate duty is payable as a 
testamentary expense. It is not out of place to observe here that we are 
dealing with personal estate only. Ido not say that the case would be 
different if there was real estate, but it might be. But what I say only 
applies to personal estate under section 6 (2) of the Finance Act, 1894. 
Estate duty may be said to take the place of probate duty, at least 
probate duty has merged in it, and an executor does not now pay probate 
duty. Was probate duty a testamentary expense ? There is no authority 
upon that point. In any cage probate duty must be paid before the grant 
of probate or of letters of administration, and it almost follows as a matter 
of course that that duty is a testamentary expense. Although I am 
reluctant to introduce a new rule, and to add to testamentary expenses 
which have already been expounded generously, I think that probate duty 
must be included in the term testamentary expenses, and that, therefore, 
estate duty must also be included.—Counsz1, Renshaw, Q.C., and Manby ; 
Warrington, Q.C., and W. M. Cann; R. J. Parker and A. White. 
Souicrrors, Boxall ¢ Boxall ; Lanfear, Tanner, § Lanfear ; W. J. Foster. 


[Reported by C. C. Henstey, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re THE EARL OF EGMONT’S SETTLED ESTATES. EGMONT ». 
LEFROY. Byrne, J. 1st May. 


SretrLEMENT—REPArIRS CHARGEABLE TO CAPITAL—IMPROVEMENT —‘‘ REPARA- 
TION ’’—WHHITEWASHING, PAINTING, AND Gtazinc—CapritaL Money— 
RepayMENT TO TENANT FOR LirE—CoNVEYANCING AND Law oF Property 
Act, 1881, s. 42—Serrnep Lanp Act, 1882, ss. 25, 57 (2)—InrerpPre- 
tation Act, 1889, s. 38—Sxrrriep Lanop Act, 1890, ss. 2, 15—Errecr on 
SetTrtement Mave Berween 1882 anv 1890. 


Adjourned summons. This was an application by the Earl of Egmont, 
who was tenant for life under a settlement dated the 15th of August, 1889, 
for a direction to the defendants, who were the trustees of the settlement 
for the purposes of the Settled Land Acts, 1882 to 1890, to pay to the earl 
the sum of £3,997 12s. 6d. out of capital moneys in their hands subject to 
the settlement, being the amount claimed to have been expended by him 
in works of reparation and improvement on the Oowdray estate 
from the 5th of September, 1897, to the 30th of June, 1899. 
By the settlement of 1889, it was, amongst other things, provided first 
that ‘‘ the trustees or trustee for the time being of these presents whether 
several or only one are and is hereby appointed and declared to be the 
trustees of this settlement for all the purposes of the Settled Land Act, 
1882, and any Act or Acts altering or amending the same, and also for 
the purpose mentioned iu section 42 of the Conveyancing and Law of 
Property Act, 1881,’’ and fourthly that, ‘‘ for the like purpose”’ (that is, 
for the purpose of that settlement) ‘‘ section 25 of the Act Jast aforesaid ”’ 
(the Settled Land Act, 1882) ‘‘ shall be read and take effect as ifin addition 
to the works or purposes of improvements therein enumerated, there were 
inserted therein the words ‘ Rebuilding, reparation, or permanent improve- 
ment or additions of or to building of any description, whether used or 
occupied for residential, farm, or other purposes.’’’ No scheme for any 
portion of the work done in respect of which the claim was now made was 
ever submitted to the trustees, and the tenant for life now a:ked for an 
order under the powers conferred on the court by section 15 of the 
Settled Land Act, 1890. On behalf of the tenant for life it was 
contended that the word ‘‘ reparation’? was extremely wide, and 
included all ordinary repairs, such as —— —— and 
the like. The settlement contained a most stringent bankruptcy clause 
and the tenant for life could not get money for repairs Hence it was 
clear that the settlor intended that repairs should be paid for out of 
capital. Lauri v. Renad (1892, Ch. 402) and In re Tucker (i895, 2 Ch. 468) 
were referred to. 

May 1.—Byznz, J., after stating the facts as above set out, said 
that so far as the expenditure by the tenant for life had been for 
improvements actually authorized by the terms of the Settled Land 
Act, 1882, it was not disputed that the court had a discretion to allow 
it, but it was argued on behalf of the trustees that the court 
had no jurisdiction under section 15 of the Act of 1890 to make an order 
directing capital money to be applied in or towards payment for improve- 
ments unauthorized in terms by the Act of 1882, although authorized by 
the settlement, having regard to the fact that the settlement was dated 
prior to the Act of 1890. Having regard to the terms of rection 57, 


The tenant for life had had conferred upon him by the settlement a 
power additional to and larger than those conferred the Act, and, if 
the matter had rested there, there would have been a power exercisable 
by virtue of the settlement independently of the Act, and probably 
section 15 of the Act of 1890 would have had no application to the 
additional power, but section 57, sub-section 2, expressly provided that any 
additional or larger powers so conferred should as far as might be, not- 
withstanding anything in the Act, operate and be exercisable in the like 
manner and with all the like incidents, effects, and consequences as if they 
were conferred by the Act, unless a contrary intention were expressed in 
the settlement. In the present case there was no contrary intention 
expressed. Section 15 of the Act of 1890 was not a repesling sec ion, nor 
was there any question of divesting or altering avy rigut accrued prior to 
the framing of the Act of 1890, so that neither section 38 of the Interpre- 
tation Act of 1889, nor any dociriue as to repeal not uffecting rights or 
liabilities accrued, appeared to have any application. The Act of 1890 
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expressly provided that it was to be read as one with the Act of 
1882, and it contained no saving in respect of settlements made 
between the respective dates of the passing of the two Acts. The 
additional powers were to operate with all the like incidents as if they 
were conferred by the original Act, and, if they had been conferred by 
the original Act, section 15 of the Act of 1890 would have applied. One 
of the incidents was that the court had se to authorize payments 
although no scheme had been first submitted. Upon the construction 
of the settlement the court had power to allow, beyond works of 
improvement enumerated in the Acts of 1882 to 1890, reparations or repairs 
to Tnildings for residential, farm, or other purposes which, but for the 
the terms of the settlement might otherwise have fallen upon the tenant 
for life or have remained undone, but such reparations did not extend to 
decorative or fancy repairs, or to what might be termed casual repairs, 
such as whitewashing or painting, or putting in panes of glass to broken 
windows. The reparations or repairs intended were repairs of a substantial 
nature. The court did not, under section 15 of the Act of 1890, as a rule 
allow everything which would have been allowed as proper expenditure 
had a scheme been submitted. The court would not allow general 
expenses of the establishment for doing estate repairs, but a reasonable 
payment for work done by the permanent staff in and about the allowed 
repairs might be allowed as though outside labour had been made use of. 
Having made these observations, the learned judge said he thought the 
ight course to take would be to adjourn the matter back to chambers 
with liberty to adduce fresh evidence before the master.—-CounseL, Ingpen, 
Q.C., and Bateman Napier ; Levett, Q.0., and Gurdon. Soxticrrors, Nash, 
Field, § Co. ; Frere, Cholmeley, § Co. 


[Reported by R. Lz1cn Ramsporuam, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re MARSHALL AND SALT’S CONTRACT. Byrne, J. Ist and 2nd May. 


VENDOR AND PurcHASER—SUMMONS UNDER VENDOR AND Purcuaser Act, 
1874 (37 & 38 Vicr. c. 78)—AssiGNMENT oF LeasEHOLD PuBLic-HovsE— 
Covenant Not to Assign Wrrnovt Lessor’s Consent—Consent Nor To 
BE UNREASONABLY WITHHELD—ReEFvusAL oF Lessor to ConsentT—TiTLE 
or AssIcnorR—Sperciric PERFORMANCE. 


Adjournedsummons. This case arose on a summons under the Vendor 
and Purchaser Act, 1874. The vendor, Marshall, had entered into an open 
contract with the purchasers, Thomas Salt & Co., who were brewers, to 
sell to them the lease of a public-house. The lease, which was dated in 
1896, contained a covenant in the usual form that the lessee should not 
assign, underlet, or otherwise part with the said leasehold premises, or 
any part thereof, without the consent in writing of the lessor, such consent, 
in the case of a respectable and responsible assignee, not to be unreason- 
ably withheld. ter the contract had been executed, both vendor 
and purchaser applied to the lessor for his consent to the proposed 
=. but he refused on the ground that he ‘“‘ was desirous of 
retaining the house as a free house.’”’ On being subsequefitly asked to 
formulate his reasons for withhol his consent , & said that the above 
reason was his ‘“‘chief’’ reason. The purchasers thereupon refused to 
—— but the vendor insisted that the reasons given by the lessor for 
withholding his consent to the assignment were so unreasonable that the 
purchasers ought to be compelled to complete. The purchasers 
offered to complete if the vendor would enter into a covenant to 
indemnify them from all actions, claims, demands, and damages resulting 
from the absence of the consent of the lessor to the assignment. 
This the vendor refused, and the purchasers thereupon took out the 
— summons. For the purchasers it was contended that the vendor 

not shewn a good marketable title such as was required the 
contract. If the purchasers were to complete with the title such as it was 
they would be almost certain to become involved in a lawsuit. The court 
would not enforce specific ormance on a purchaser which would be 
equivalent to making him buy a lawsuit. If the vendor thought that the 
lessor’s objections were so utterly unreasonable, why did he refuse to give 
the purchasers the indemnity asked for? The question here is one of title 
alone. For the vendor it was contended that the covenant in the lease was 
qualified, and that, therefore, as the lessor had failed to shew a substantial 
and strong reason for withholding his consent to the assignment, the 
assigament was one which could be forced on the purchasers. Theassign- 
ment to the brewery would not result in the house a tied house, 
because, after the assignment, the — would still be bound by the 
covenant against assigning or underletting without consent. It was 
premature to go into that question. There is no reasonable chance that 
the purchasers will be involved in litigation over this matter. The 
authorities referred to in course of the argument were: Sear v. House 
Property and Investment Society (16 Ch. D. 387), Day v. Singleton (1899, 
2 Ch. 320), Re The Trustees of Hollis’ Hospital and Hague’s Contract (1899, 
2 Oh. 555), Mason v. Corder (7 Taunton 9), Zreloar v. Bigge (9 L. R. Exch. 
151), Hyde v. Warden (3 Exch. D. 72 ), Bates v. (1896, 2 Q. B. 
241), Re Thackwray and Young’s Contract (40 Oh. D. 34), Spencer v. Topham 
(22 Beav. 573). 


May 2.—Byrnz, J., after stating the facts, said there was much force in 
tne vendor’s argument that the lessor’s refusal to consent to the assign- 
ment was unreasonable, for the assignment would not tie the house. But 
the lessor does not say that he has no other reason nor is he estopped from 
giving other reasons, He may have a genuine opinion that the sule of his 
house to the brewery would result in the house becoming other than a “free 
house,’’ in this sense, that the beer sold in it would come from one source 
only. It was not certain that the lessor might not bring an action 
for ejectment ~ oom the assignees, and it was not ble to hold in this 
nt eg title had been shewn by the 


Oh. D., at p. 457).—Counset, Didden and T. Willes Chitty. Soxxcrrons, 
Bridges, — $ Co., for Love § Auden, Burton-on-Trent ; Kingsford, 
 $ 00. 


(Reported by R. Lzich Ramssoruam, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re ASHTON. Byme, J. 27th April. 


InsuncT1on—Bequest TO Next-or-Kin ASCERTAINABLE AT Future Datre— 
Spes Successtonts—ConTINGENT InrEREST—CHaRGING Orpsr—R. 8. OC. 
XLVI. 1—Rieut or Presumpttve Next-or-Kin To InJuncrion AGAINST 
Trustess—1 & 2 Vicr. c. 110, ss. 14, 15; 3 & 4 Vicr. c. 82, 8.1; 5 
Vicr. c. 5, s. 5. 


Motion. By her will, dated the 14th of September, 1889, a testatrix gave 
all her real and personal estate to trustees upon trust to sell, call in, and 
convert into money, and after payment thereout of her debts and funeral 
and testamentary expenses and certain legacies, then upon trust to invest 
the residue of the proceeds of sale and to pay the income of such invest- 
ments to her sisters (named) and brother Thomas William Wright and 
the survivors and survivor of them during their, her, or his natural lives 
or life, and after the death of the ultimate survivor the trustees were 
to stand possessed of as well the capital as the income of the trust funds 
upon trust for such person or persons as at the decease of the ultimate 
survivor of her said brother and sisters would be her next-of-kin and 
entitled to her personal estate under the statutes of England for the 
distribution of the sonal estates of intestates (as if she were to die 
intestate and unm after the death of such ultimate survivor of her 
said brother and sisters), if more than one, to take distributively —* 
to the said statutes. The testatrix died on the 23rd of March, 1892, 
without issue, and the trustees, after paying the debts and legacies, &., 
as required by the will, invested a part of the residuary estate in Consols. 
The testatrix’s brother T. W. Wright died, and his son O. A. Wright, 
conceiving that on the death of all his aunts named as tenants for life in 
the will, he, if he survived them, would become entitled under the will to 
ashare of the trust estate as one of the testatrix’s then next-of-kin, 
assigned his interest under the will, and it ultimately became vested in 
the Tyneside Assets Purchase Co. (Limited), the applicants in this case. 
Owing to the death of T. W. Wright, the brother of the testatrix, it 
became necessary for the trustees of her will to pay certain estate duty, 
and for that purpose they desired to realize a portion of the mioneys 
standing in Consols in their names, but on making application at the Bank 
of England for a power of attorney for that purpose, they found that 
there were nine distringas orders placed on the said stock, and amongst 
them one by the Tyneside Assets hase Co. (Limited). The trustees 
took the necessary steps for having such orders duly warned. The 
only tenant for life now alive was one of the testatrix’s sisters, who 
was ninety years of * The applicant now moved for an injunction 
restraining the Bank of England from permitting the transfer of a certain 
sum of Consols standing in the names of the trastees, and the question 
arose as to whether the applicants, claiming as they did through O. A. 
Wright who would be one of the next-of-kin of the testatrix, if he survived 
the sole remaining tenant for life, had such an interest in the testatrix’s 
trust estate as entitled them to the injunction asked for. For the 
applicants who claimed through the testatrix’s nephew, O. A. Wright, it 
was contended that the nephew’s interest was not a mere spes successionis but 
a substantial though contingent interest. The gift in the will to the next- 
of-kin of the testatrix was a gift to a class which would be ascertained on 
the death of the surviving tenant for life. That wherever there is a gift in 
remainder to a number of persons described in a particular way, then, 
though during the life of the tenant for life it cannot be ascertained who 
they are, those persons have a contingent interest which is more than a 
apes successionis. The testatrix’s nephew, C. A. Wright, in this case must 
necessarily be one of her next-of-kin provided only that he survived the 
sole re ing tenant for life. This is the only contingency — which 
his title depends. That the gift here was ly the same as though the 
testatrix had said ‘‘ to all such of my nephews and nieces as shall survive 
the tenant for life.” The person to whom O. A. Wright claims to be 
next-of-kin is already dead. The applicants were not asking for adminis- 
tration but for information merely as to how the funds to which they were 
contingently entitled were being dealt with. The applicants had an 
“interest’’ sufficient to bring them within 3 & 4 Vict. c. 82, s, 1. 
The object of that Act and of 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, 
ss. 14, 15, and 5 Vict. c. 5, s. 5, was to protect interested parties 
and to enable them to obtain information as to how the funds in which 
they were interested were being dealt with. If the trustees had been 
about to commit a breach of trust the court would certainly have granted 
to O. A. Wright or persons clai through him an injunction restraining 
the trustees from commi such of trust. That was the true test 
here: Re Beaupré (21 L. R. Ir. 397), Stockley v. Parsons (45 Ch. D. 51), 
Clowes v. Hilliard (4 Ch. D. 413); Davis v. Angel (4 De G. F. & J. 524). 
Counsel for the trustees was not called upon. 


Bran, J., after stating the facts, said that it was clear that the 
applicants had no such interest in the trust estate as would entitle them 
te bring an action fof administration. There was no difference between 
the interest required to bring an administration action and that required 
to obtain an injunction such as that now asked for. The interest of C. A. 
Wright, and therefore of the a its, was not sufficient to enable them 
to obtain such an injunction. No order * that the applicants must 

y the costs of the application.—Oounset, 0. Leigh Clare; Buckmaster. 
1 cen Charles Rogers ; Hare $ Co., for Andrew Cheale $ Co , Tunbridge 


or. ‘The order | Wells, 





would be accordance with that given in Hargreaves v. (32 


(Reported by R. Laion Ramssornam, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


In the Matter of AN ELECTION PETITION FOR THE BOROUGH 
OF BOSTON, LINCOLNSHIRE. ELEY (Petitioner) v. DURANT 
(Respondent). Div. Court. Ist May. 


Monicrpat Corporations Act, 1882—Execrion or CounciLLoR— VALIDITY 
or Votres—Vortine Paper with X AGAInst Petitiongr’s Name, put WITH 
A Marx Aaatnst THE Responpent’s Name ALso. 


Special case. On the 23rd of November, 1899, there was an election of 
a town councillor for the Bargate Ward of the Borough of Boston, 
Lincolnshire, and the two candidates who went to the poll were James 
Eley, the petitioner in this appeal, and Charles Durant, the present 
respondent. The returning officer declared the respondent duly elected. 
A petition was presented to the High Court, the petitioner praying for a 
recount, and on the 7th of March Ridley, J., ordered that all the counted 
and rejected ballot papers relating to the election should be examined by 
an election court and recounted, and that a special case should be stated 
shewing the result of such examination and recount, and reserving for the 
opinion of the High Court such ballot papers as at the conclusion of the 
recount might remain in dispute. Pursuant to this order the ballot papers 
were examined and the votes recounted. There were found the following 
valid votes: For the petitioner 432, for the respondent 429. Five ballot 
papers purporting to record two votes for the petitioner and three for the 
respondent were reserved for the consideration of the High Court. 
Counsel for the petitioner said that on one of the ballot papers there was a 
well-defined cross against the name of the petitioner, and a mark agaiust 
that of Mr. Durant. He argued on the authority of the Cirencester case 
(Lawson v. Master, 4 O’Malley and Hardcastle’s Rep. 195) that the 
petitioner was entitled to record this vote. The court having taken that 
view, counsel submitted that the question of the validity of the remaining 
votes became immaterial as in any event the petitioner would have a 
majority of one vote at least. The respondent did not appear to oppose 
the application. 

Tue Court (Lawrance and Ripiey, JJ.) said there could be no doubt 
that the voter intended to vote for the petitioner when he filled in the 
ballot paper under consideration. In their opinion the result of that 
vote on the eleciion had been correctly indicated by counsel, and they 
accordingly declared the petitioner duly elected.—Counse1, E. Shortt ; 
Souicrrors, Johnson § Dowding, for W. H. Gane, Boston. 

[Reported by Enasxine Rew, Barrister-at-Law.]) 








Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re VAVASOUR, Ex parte VAVASOUR. Wright, J. 30th April. 


Bankruptcy—Power or Trustee To Empioy SoLiciror—PeERMIssiIon OF 
ComMITTEE or INsPECTION—TAxaTION—Bankruptcy Act, 1883 (46 & 
47 Vict. c 52), 8 57, sun-secTion 3; 8s. 73, suB-sECTION 4—BANK- 
ruptcy Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 71), s. 15, sup-secrion 3. 


Application by the debtor for the review of the taxation of the costs of 
the rolicitors employed by the trustee. The debtor in this case had been 
adjudicated bankrupt and a trustee had been appointed with a committee 
of inepection. The trustee took over the management of the debtor’s 
estates and succeeded in paying all the creditors in full and leaving a 
surplus for the debtor. During the course of the bankruptcy the trustee had 
occasion to grant leases of several farms on the debtor’s estate and on each 
letting he employed a firm of solicitors. When the solicitors’ bills were 
brought before the master for taxation the debtor objected (inter alia) to the 
costs incurred in the letting of the farms, on the ground that the 
trustee ought to have obtained a separate authorization to employ a 
solicitor in each case from the committee of inspection. The only 
authority which the trustee had obtained was contained in the following 
minute passed by the committee of inspection: ‘‘ Resolved, that Messre. 
Adams & Adams be employed by the trustee when necessary.”” There 
was also before the taxing-master an affidavit by the committee of 
inspection to the effect that this resolution had been intended to cover 
the cases objected to by the debtor. The taxing-master held that the 
a of the solicitors bad been duly authorized and passed their 

ill. The debtor applied to the court to review his decision. 

Wruieut, J., beld that, although the committee of inspection had, in 
fact, intended to authorize the employment of the solicitors on the 
occasions in questione, the authority they had given was in too general 
terms, and did not comply with the following provisions of section 57 of 
the Bavkruptcy Act, 1883: ‘‘ The trustee may, with the permission of the 
committee of inspection (3) Employ a solicitor or other agent 
to take any proceedings or do any business which may be sanctioned by 
the committee of inspection. . , The permission given for the pur- 
poses of this section shall not be a general permission to do all or any of 
the above-mentioned things, but shall only be a permission to do the 
particular thing or things for which permission is sought in the epecified 
case or cases.’’ The trustee therefore had not proper authority to employ 
a solicitor in the cases in question, and the case must be remitted to the 
taxing master with an intimation to that effect.—CovunsEL, Ringwood ; 
Reed, Q.C., Carrington, and Frank Mellor. Soutctrors, Robinson, Wilkins, § 
Walton ; Adams ¢ Adams. 


[Reported by P. M, France, Barrister-at-Law. | 








It is announced that Sir Nicholas J. Hannen, Chief Justice of the 
Supreme Court at Shanghai, has died from the effects of pneumonia with 
complications. 





LAW SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
SPECIAL GENERAL MEETING. 


A special general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society was held on 
Friday, the 27th ult., at the Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, the President 
(Mr. Henry Manisty) taking the chair. The following members of the 
Council were present: Mr. O. Mylne Barker, Mr. J. 8. Beale, Mr. E. K. 
Blyth, Mr. E. J. Bristow, Mr. E. W. D. Freshfield, Mr. W. H. Gray, Mr. 
J. W. Howlett (Brighton), Mr. R. Ellett (Cirencester, Vice-President), 
Mr. H. J. Johnson, Mr. Grinham Keen, Mr. S. H. King, Mr. H. W. Lee, 
Mr. O. B. Margetts (Huntingdon), Mr. R. Pennington, Sir A. K. Rollit, 
M.P., Mr C. T. Saunders (Birmingham), Mr. C. Stewart, Mr. W. H. 
Winterbotham, and Mr. P. Witham; also Mr. H. J. Osborne (Shifazal), 
extraordinary member of the Council. There was a large attendance of 
members of the society. 


REMUNERATION or Souicitors. 


Mr. A. H. Hasriz (London) moved, in accordance with notice: ‘‘ That 
the Council be, and they are hereby, directed to tuke all possible steps to 
ensure that, in regard to business which persons other than solicitors are 
entitled to transact for reward (e.g., negotiations for sale of real estate), 
solicitors shall be entitled to make at least the same charges as are allowed 
to other persons.”” He said there were a great many excellent reasons 
why the charges of solicitors should be limited and liable to taxation 
with regard to those matters in which they had the exclusive right of 
doing business, and very good reasons, no doubt, why they should be 
limited to ing only those charges which were usual and proper. 
But there was no reason why an educated man, with special traiuing 
and business ability, should not be entitled, at any rate, to make 
the same charges that could be made by any uneducated man who took 
out a licence at any Inland Revenue office. The charges allowed under 
the conveyancing scale were said to have been settled in this way, and he 
believed it might very well have happened. There was a committee with 
one solicitor upon it which was charg<d with the settling of the scale, and 
the solicitor found himself invited to dine with the rest of the committee. 
The scale was handed to him, and he was asked whether he approved of it. 
He said: ‘‘ Whatever you ae of, I approve of.’’ Si non é vero, é ben 
trovato. Anyhow, he believed the story. Some of the charges made by 
house agents were beyond the limit charges solicitors were allowed to make 
with regard to the same business. He had consulted Whitaker's Almanac, 
and it was there stated with regard to the lease of a piece of building land 
on which the rent is fixed at £150, the solicitor would get, including the 
preparation of the lease, which the land agent could not do, £24; the land 
agent would get one year’s rent, £150—six times as much. In the case of 
negotiation for sale of a freehold for £500, the solicitor would get £5 and 
the house agent £15. Where the purchase-money was £1,000, the solicitor 
would get £10 aud the agent £27 10s. On a sale of £10,000 the solicitor 
would be entitled to charge £65 and the house agent £252 103. Ona 
£100,000 transaction the solicitor would get £290 and the house agent 
£2,502 10s. 

Mr. W. G. Braxiston (London) seconded the motion. 

Mr. Joun Inpgrmavur (London) said this was a most extraordinary 
motion. As far as he knew the solicitor was entitled to a certain 
negotiation fee. He did not know of any law which gave auctioneers or 
agents any right to a negotiation fee, and with regard to this it must be a 
matter of contract. No one denied that the solicitor ought to be better 
remunerated than the man who had received no professional education, 
but the remuneration was a matter of contract, and there was no law 
which entitled the auctioneer or agent to make these charges. Solicitors 
had a certain fixed negotiation fee, and they could also make any other terms 
by way of contract which they pleased. 

Mr. Grivuam Kesn (London) said that, as everybody knew, the Council 
had thought that with regard to transactions dealing with land and property 
solicitors had not been remunerated as they should and that others had been 
remunerated much more highly than the solicitor. But they were ina 
very difficult position. Two schemes had been put forward, that of the 
society and that from Liverpool. Some of the columns were a little closer 
in the Liverpool scheme and of course the authorities had adopted that. 
But the Liverpool scheme had meant to give solicitors a great advantage 
which would make up for the shortcomings from which they had suffered 
for years, and then the conduct-of eales would have been most remuner- 
ative to the solicitor. But had anyone ever got what was intended? In the 
south of England, at anyrate, it proved an absolute dead letter as far 
as conducting went. The conduct of sales would have properly remuner- 
ated the solicitor in dealing with land. But they had failed altogether to 
get what was intended. They had got the scheme, but it was unworkable. 
He did not see that they could do anything. He thought they must agree 
with Mr. Hastie, that the solicitor was overworked and underpaid in this 
as in many other matters. But he did not quite see how anythivg could 
be done that was practicable. When the Council found that the Liverpool 
scheme was a failure they started a registry for the first time so that the 
solicitor might always, if possible, earn the negotiation fee. The registry was 
started because solicitors were losing the benefit of what they thought they 
would have received. The Council thought they should get the profession 
to make it a real property mart and aye mart. He understood that 
the registry was going on satisfactorily, slowly but surely, and that letters 
were received from the country to the effect that it was of the greatest 
service. He would advise the profession to study the monthly list that 
was rent out from the registry and to use the registry as much as possible 
and so make the best they could of what they had got, for he felt pretty 
sure they would never get anything more. 
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Mr. Cuas. Forp (London) said he could not 
cordially endorsed the remarks of Mr. Keen. well remembered the 
history of the matter and the efforts made by the Council. They could 
only hope that some good might in some indirect way arise out of this 
discussion. 

Mr. E. Kimser (London) did not quite agree with Mr. Keen that the 
society could do nothing. The object of these meetings was to get an 
expression of opinion. There wasdiscontent with the present remunera- 
tion; but one thing was certain—namely, that if the remuneration of the 
profession was too small, the remuneration allowed to persons outside was 
too large; and if the remuneration allowed outside was fair and reasonable 
that allowed to solicitors was unfair and unreasonable. This was to be 
remedied by an expression of opinion. The society ought to express an 
opinion that the present state of affairs was certainly not logical or 
It was the duty of the society to look the question in the 


su the mo tion, ‘but he 
Be 


rea: onable. 


The Prestpent said he must confess that he did not regret that the 
matter had been brought forward, and if the motion could be carried into 
practice no one in the room would object. What Mr. Indermaur had 

inted out was that there was a loophole in the Act and in the rules. 

he solicitor could make his terms with his own client. It was only when 
that had not been done that the scale applied. And, as they knew, 
solicitors did not make terms because they considered it not to be desirable 
todo so. They must always have that before them in considering any 
question as to the alteration of rules. To do anything it would be 
necessary to alter the rules and they must always remember that altering 
one part might lead to the alteration of another. And although he quite 
agreed with Mr. Kimber that the expression of an opinion in this hall wasa 
very desirable thing, and although he saw no reason why they should not 
express an opinion that the remuneration of solicitors for negotiation ought 
to be larger whilst the remuneration of others ought to te smaller, he 
personally thought they would be making a mistake in carrying the 
matter further. 

Mr. Hastie said it was perfectly true that a solicitor could make the 
agreement, but the solicitor and client could not make it by themselves 
It would always be subject to reference to a master, and the master would 
have regard, not to the scale of charges allowed to persons outside, but to 
the scale under the Conveyancing Act. He did not see what difficulty 
there would be in altering the scale. 

The Prestpent thought it would be a mistake to go to a division on the 
question. 

Mr. Hast, however, would not consent to withdraw the motion, and it 
was put to the meeting and negatived. 


Reso.vutions aT GENERAL MERTINGS. 


Mr. Hasnz moved ‘‘ That bye-law No. 34 be and the same is hereby 
repealed.’’ He said the bye-law laid it down that no resolution passed at 
a general meeting should be binding on the society until it had been 
adopted by the Council or confirmed at the next general meeting. Any- 
one who had had any experience in trying to carry resolutions in the face 
of opposition of the Council would know that although it might be ible 
to get the meeting to pass a resolution, it was impossible to get the same 
people together again for the purpose of getting it confirmed. It was 
purely a question as to whether the members liked to have their hands 
tied in this respect or not. 

Mr. Forp seconded the motion. The bye-law was not to be defended, 
and the Council would be well advised to have some little confidence in 
the judgment of a general meeting. 

Mr. Joun Hottams (London) thought the in must have been 
put forward without due consideration. Far be it from him to disparage 
the opinion of a general meeting, but even though the present meeting 
was more largely attended than was usual, it was only a very small pro- 
portion of the members that was prerent. Could it be argued that the 
comparatively few who attended the general meetings, and who were not 
exclusively the most experienced and competent members of the profession, 
were to bind by a hasty snatch resolution the whole body of the society ? 
If the resolution was right they might be confident that a subsequent 
meeting would adopt it. If it was a snatch resolution it would not have 
any effect. 

The motion was negatived by a large majority. 


FaILures IN THE PROFESSION. 


Mr. B. R. Heaton (London) moved: ‘‘ That a committee be appointed 
to inquire into the advisability of having some compulsory form of in- 
surance among solicitors.’’ He asked that the widert interpretation might 
be placed upon the term insurance. The time had come when something 
should be done, and it was advisable to appoint a special representative 
committee to inquire into the matter. Any scheme must be approached 
with very great care, and he did not think it would be advi-able to discuss 
it until they had the report of the committee in their hands. But they 
ought at least to provide a fund to enable the Discipline Committee to 
take the initiative and to instruct a firm of solicitors to prosecute in any 
case of fraud. The present system had proved totally inadequate to 
grapple with what he was sorry to say was a crying need. Ii a Jarge firm 
of solicitors failed nothing whatever was done. The very size of the failure 
seemed to paralyze their hands. It ought to be competent to any member 
of the general public, or any solicitor, to report any case of pro- 
fessional misconduct, and the solicitor concerned ought at once to be called 
upon to answer and should be suspended from practice until the matter 
had been thoroughly inquired into. He urged that a strong representative 
committee should be appointed to inquire into the subject. 

Mr. F. Kixper (London) seconded the motion: He observed that there 
Was @ very general feeling among solicitors that the matter should be 


inquired into. Beyond that everything seemed indefinite ; but he agreed 
with the proposition to appoint a committee. 

The Prestpent: I need hardly say that the Council have noticed with 
grave concern what has taken place in the public . The practices 
which have been disclosed are very painful to all of us. They cause all of 
us to have somewhat of a feeling of humility. But, as Mr. Heaton said, 
we must remember, or at least we must not forget, that those cases ane 
individual cases, and we must not allow it to be said or supposed that we 
are not an honourable profession consisting of honourable men. Various 
schemes have been proposed during the meetings of many of us, both-on 
the Council and not on the Council, but with one exception, I think, these 


achemes all remain crude and indefinite, as Mr. Heaton mentioned. And 
amongst them is that question which Mr. Heaton has immediately referred 
to of insurance. It isa matter that concerns us all nearly gravely, 


and we welcome here the suggestion of a committee composed of members 
of the society as well as of members of the Council. Of course, the 
object to be aimed at is to devise some practical scheme which will stop 
such disgraceful proceedings. Oomp insurance may not be practic- 
able or may uot be sufficient for the purpose, and any other form of 
insurance may not be sufficient for the purpose. What, therefore, I and 
the members of the Council would suggest is that Mr. Heaton will allow 
the terms of his motion to be somewhat extended, and that the 
wording shall be, ‘‘ That a committee be appointed to inquire into the 
best means of protecting the profession and the public nst such 
malpractices as have been disclosed in certain recent cases.’”” The object 
of this is to use words as wide as possible, and that the committee may be 
able to roam over the whole field of ideas with a view to protecting the 
——_ and the public against the malpractices which have recently 
en disclosed. 

Mr. Heaton intimated that he welcomed the alteration. 

Mr. S. Morse (London) suggested that it would be advisable to put 
‘* public ”’ before *‘ profession ’’ in the motion. The public wanted pro- 
tecting as much as the profession. 

Mr. Forp hoped that course would not be adopted, because this was a 
matter which deeply concerned the honour of the profession. 

Mr. Kiser protested againet any admission that these practices were in 
any way general. The question was whether a learned profession was to 
be asked to legislate simply because one in a million of certain trans- 
actions carried on by that profession had turned out to be disastrous to some 


or another. He did not think the law as at present constituted was 
weak to deal with such matters. He protested against legislating in 
a panic. 


Mr. A. J. Buiount (London) thonght it a very da us t to 
encourage legislation on the subject of the profession, and he did not know 
how the object which was contemplated by the motion could be accom- 
plished without legielation. It might be worth the consideration of any 
committee which might be framed whether the object in view could not be 
better attained by considering whether it was possible to frame bye-laws 
of the society which would tend to — the confidence of clients in 
solicitors who were members of the society. If anyone employed solicitors 
who were not members of the society he must take the consequence. 

Mr. Sypney Gepoz, M.P. (London), with Mr. Kimber that they 
ought not to legislate ina panic; but this was simply the ointment 
of a committee. He doubted the value of the bye-law which had been 
suggested, but the committee could consider that together with auy other 
proposals. It seemed to him that the profession ought to take some steps. 
Owing to certain failures during the last few years there had been un- 
fortunately a suspicion, not altogether deserved, that some solicitors of 
high standing and reputation were a sort of whited sepulchres and not to 
be trusted. He was afraid they all suffered from one tainted sheep. It 
was all very well for Mr. Kimber to talk about one out of a million trans- 
actions, but they did not know how many transactions there might have 
been with regard to any particul:r firm in which they had gone straight or 

me wrong. Quite enough had happened in the last three or four years. 
fo rome cases the names were known, and in others the names were open 
secrets. Whatever it might be, the facts ought to be made known. They 
should do something to shew that they were determined so far as in them 
lay to take every means possible and proper for the purpose of preventing 


crime. 

Mr. F. R. Parxer (London) observed that not a word had been said 
against the appointment of the committee. He ventured to think that no 
good purpose would be served by discuseing the report before it was made. 

The resolution was unanimously agreed to. 

Mr. Gzpce moved that the Council be requested to appoint the com- 
mittee. 

The Presipent: I shall ask the meeting to allow Mr. Heaton to 
nominate whom he may choose to serve on the committee —it should not be 
too large - and to allow the Council to name an equal number, someth 
in the way that it is done in another place, and that the committee sho 
have power to add to their numbers. Because we must remember, as has 
been stated, that although this is a large meeting, it numbers very few of 
the large body of our society ; and members throughout the whole of the 
country as much interested in this as we are ourselves. Therefore I would 
ask that the committee have power to add to their number. 

Mr. Hzarton then suggested the following members: Mr. H. E. Gribble, 
Mr. Heaton, Sir George Lewis, Mr. H. D. Norton, Mr. Charles Pemberton, 
and the Hon. O. Russell, and they were accepted by the President. 


Tue Lone Vacation. 


Mr. H. E. Griese (London) moved: ‘* That to obviate the delay which 
occurs between the commencement and trial of actions in the High Court, 





this meeting reyuests the Council to take such ——— seem to 
them expedient to obtain the repeal of ord. 44, r. 4 and 5, w prohibit 
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the delivery of pleadings during the Long Vacation.’’ He said the subject 
had been before the general meetings a great many times and had been 
considered by the Council and the Bar Council, and up to the present 
nothing whatever had been done to carry out the resolution passed in this 
hall that it was desirable to shorten the Long Vacation. The resolution 
had been also adopted at one or two provincial meetings, and it no doubt 
received the support of the majority of the profession. The resolution had 
been put before the proper authority and had been considered by the Bar 
Council, and the result had been that the Long Vacation had not been 
shortened, nor as long as we had the present judges on the bench was it 
likely to be shortened. For nearly three months the legal year was 
absolutely wasted, and during that time solicitors had to pay all the 
expenses of their offices and could not half employ their clerks, at all 
events those who were employed in litigation. One suggestion had been 
frequently made— namely, that though the courts did not sit, pleadings 
should be delivered and interlocutory applications attended to during the 
vacation. That had been considered by the Bar Council and their objection 
was that it would necessitate the bulk of the officials remaining in town 
throughout the vacation and that the change would be great and sudden. 
He would like to abolish the Long Vacation altogether, but they must 
proceed by steps. He proposed to leave out the question of interlocutory 
applications and to ask for the delivery of pleadings during the v:cation. 

r. Parxgr seconded the motion. He thought it was time the society 
again dealt with the subject. After many debates the society had arrived 
at a resolution to the effect that the Long Vacation should begin on the 
first name: f in August and end on the last Saturday in September. The 
Bar Council conceded that, but had now gone back and said that nothing 
should be changed. The bar ought not to be in the position to lay down 
a law for solicitors perpetually, that which was objectionable to them 
and to their clients and the many classes connecte1 with solicitors, such 
as law stationers, printers, expert witnesses, and so on 

Mr. Forp had given notice to move ‘‘That in the opinion of this 
eociety all the offices of the High Court of Justice ought to be open for 
the transaction of business during the whole of the Long Vacation, and this 
quite apart from any shortening of the Long Vacation so urgently needed 
in the interests of the due administration of justice.”” He said, however, 
that he would content himself with supporting Mr. Gribble’s motion. It 
was a monstrous thing that they should have to keep on asking for a 
reasonable reform of the vacation. The vacation had its origin in bygone 
ages when men were not living in the rapid way we did to-day. The 
time had come when the whole legal procedure of the country should 
not be brought to a dead standstill for three months of the year. Unless 
—* was some modification it would amount to a gross denial of 
justice. 

Mr. G. B. Croox (London) argued that the barristers who remained 
in town during the vacation were not the men that one would employ to 
draw pleadings or argue a case in important matters. 

Mr. E. K. Buiyrn (London) supperted the motion. He did not 
think they would ever obtain a full reconsideration for the Long 
Vacation in opposition to the optuisn of the judges. The judges 
held determinedly to their holiday, and he thought they would 
continue to do so, at all events for a considerable number of 
years. But there was no reason why the holidays of the judges 
and the holidays of the leading members of the bar, which made 
practically the difficulty, should lead to a block of general business. 
That in these days, when there was such an immense growth of busivess, 
the whole progress of business and the preparation for the trial of causes 
after the vacation should be blocked, appeared to him something that 
could hardly be defended for one moment, nor was it necessary for the 
object for which the main opponents of the shortening of the Long 
Vacation ey sa Matters were now dealt with every week during the 
vacation which twenty or thirty years ago would have been dismissed with 
costs as not being urgent. 

Mr. Hasrte said that if Mr. Gribble was able to get the bar to remain in 
London during the vacation, he would tell them how they were to get 
their clients to do s0 also. 

Mr. Kruser said the reform could be brought about without curtailing 
holidays. The Lord Chief Justice had over and over again advocated the 
——— of another judge during the vacation. He could take a 
holiday at another time. 

The motion was adopted. 


Lecat Epvcation. 


Mr. Forp had given notice to ‘‘Call attention to the address on the 
Study of the Law recently delivered by Mr. Justice Cozens-Hardy before 
the Liverpool Board of Legal Studies, and will move that it be an instruc- 
tion to the Council of the society to report specially to the next meeting 
of the society on the improvements, if any, contemplated by the Council 
in connection with the legal education of articled clerks.”” He said it was 
a serious thing for them when judges went into the provinces and made 
such speeches as that of Mr. Justice Cozens-Hardy. Mr. Justice 
Cozens-Hardy had said that it was cheering and encouraging for one 
coming from London to arrive at a place like Liverpool, where legal 
education seemed to be believed in. He had asked, ‘‘Is law a mere 
handicraft to be learnt only by apprenticeship and to be treated 
as a matter of rule of thumb, or is it a science based upon logic, 
capable of being expounded by competent teachers to earnest and eager 
students? Now, the former theory that law is a mere handicraft was 
undoubtedly the theory of our immediate ancestors. It is a theory of 
many persons to-day; a view which they will not perhaps preach from the 
housetops, but which they none the less firmly hold. I am afraid it is 
very widely held; indeed, I am not quite sure that the heresy has not 
gained.a foothold within the walls of the Incorporated Law Society, for 
they have deliberately apparently given up the attempt to teach law, and 








confine themselves to examinations in law. I am sure that the theory has 
still many adherents among the Benchers of the Inns of Oourt, where I 
regret to say those of us who take a real and strong interest in legal 
education are very apt to find ourselves in a small minority.”’ The right 
hand of fellowship had been extended to the society by those associated 
with the work of the London University, and he (Mr. Ford) was sorry the 
Council had not reciprocated that advance. Mr. Justice Cozens-Hardy 
was not alone in his action, for the Lord Chief Justice, addressing the 
Ncttingham Law Students’ Society, said he was glad to know that in 
their profession the need for a higher and better system of education, 
broad and liberal and not merely education in the narrower sense, was 
being recognized, and that amongst the members of the Law Society of 
Nottingham, which he was glad to know embraced practically all the 
practising solicitors of Nottingham and the neighbourhood, there were 
a@ number of men—graduates of the universities and doctors of law— 
shewing that in that branch of the profession there was the recognition 
that a wider breadth of education, and one not merely confined to the more 
or less narrow path of technical legal profession, was needed. He (Mr. 
Ford) knew that some of the greatest work done for the society had been 
done in the provinces. They in London were all behindhand, and he 
hoped the time was coming when instead of following the lead of others 
London would lead the whole profession on the subject. 

Mr. O. Harcovrr (London) seconded the motion. 

Mr Guixnax Keen (London) asked Mr. Ford whether he thought they 
all agreed in these remarks of the judge. He ventured most respectfully 
to differ from him altogether. at had the bar done with regard to the 
University at present? Did Mr. Ford expect the solicitors were to pull 
their house down about their ears and walk into another which was not 
yet built, and which might not be as good as that which they had 
quitted? The Oouncil had done the very best they could for many years 
past in the direction of education. The lectures had been given up owing 
to articled clerks not finding the time to attend them. ‘The Council gave 
them up, but they had substituted something else in their stead. There 
were teachers, aids to reading for examinations, and soon. He could not 
help remembering that when he was on the Executive Committee of Lord 
Selborne’s School of Law, Lord Selborne was trying to do something which 
would be bigger, broader, and more scientific; but it wasa failure. The 
bar did not want it, the great majority of solicitors certainly did not want 
it, and the public took no interest in the subject. The Oouncil had done 
the best since they had been given the power to examine, and people 
should not lightly say that they had not done so without knowing the 
facts of the case. They did what they possibly could to foster the educa- 
tion of articled clerks, and they were always ready and willing to listen to 
practical suggestions. But generally speaking they were impracticable. 
They did not want to walk into something that they knew nothing about. 
They supported the principal towns throughout the kingdom by large 
grants of money that they might manage the education of articled clerks 
locally. The Council did as well as they possibly could, and this crying- 
out about the Law Society seemed to him a very great mistake. 

Mr. O. T. Saunpgrs (Birmingham) said he differed from Mr. Grinham 
Keen on one point. Lord Selborne’s scheme was supported by the vast 
majority of the solicitor branch of the profession, and by at least one-half 
the Inns of Court. The Inner Temple had been the principal obstacle to 
the carrying out of the reform. Lincoln’s-inn was indifferent ; but the 
Middle Temple and Gray’s-inn heartily supported the movement. Mr. 
Grinham Keen forgot that a petition was signed by an enormous pro- 
portion of the solicitor branch in favour of Lord Selborne’s scheme. It was 
not from any indifference on the part of solicitors that the reform had not 
passed into law. It was entirely through the opposition of the members 
of the bar and the action of the Inner Temple and Lincoln’s-inn. 

Mr. Hastie thought it did not much matter who provided the education, 
as long as it was provided. 

Mr. Forp: Doesn’t it? 

Mr. Hastie: No. Although the Preliminary Examination was an utter 
disgrace, the other examinations had improved year by year, and there 
was a most marked improvement in the legal knowledge of clerks. 

Mr. C. Myitye Barxer (London) said that the observations to which Mr. 
Ford had referred had not escaped the attention of the members of the 
Council, who more particularly laid themselves out to do all they could in 
the cause of legal education. The remarks of Mr. Justice Cozens-Hardy 
had been well considered, and the Council were endeavouring, if possible, 
to devise a scheme which was practicable, which would embrace and 
enlarge the education of articled clerks. But there were considerable 
difficulties in the way. 

Mr. W. H. Gray (London) said, as a member of the Examination Com- 
mittee, that he very much sympathized with what Mr. Ford had said. The 
committee felt that they were not, unfortunately, doing as much in the 
caure of legal education as they could wish. They would very much like 
todo more. But there were difficulties in the way. There was a proverb 
which said that you may take a hoise to the water, but you cannot make 
him drink, ind it was unfortunately the case that the various systems 
which bad been tried by the Council had been submitted to the articled 
clerks, and they had not taken them up in the way the Council wished. 
He thought it would be necessary, speaking personally, that they should 
take articled clerks more into their confidence in order that they might 
know their needs and requirements, and what sort of education they would 
be able to attend and would wish to attend. Any form of education must 
be compatible with the due service under their articles. It must not break 
in upon those hours of work which were necessary to make them proficient 
in their business. The education must also be such that it was not confined 
simply to the London clerk, but it must be also in some way available to 
the country clerk, who was only in Londop for a few months. All these 
were matters of considerable difficulty, Fut they were all receiving the 














May 5, 1900. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL! 


(Vol. 44.) 435° 











attention of the Council, and more partivularly of the Examination Com-'| valuable character. As to the Loug Vadvation, he said he’ dould not agree” 


mittee. They did very much indeed wish to find some more éfficient form ' 


of education which should be a success. 

Mr. Forp said, in reply, that he could hardly hope to live until the 
Council had evolved some scheme of a substantial nature. 

Mr. Saunpers: Oh, yes. 

Mr. Forp said it was gratifying that the observations of Mr. Justice 
© zens-Hardy had not been lost sight of by, at all events, some members 
of the Council. He could not take Mr. Grinham Keen seriously. He had 
spoken of “large” grants. Why, Birmingham received the munificent 
sum of £100 yearly, Liverpool an equally munificent amount; Bristol was 
in hope of getting £50 one of these days; Newcastle only got £100 —and 
these were the splendid geatte made by the Council towards legat educa- 
tion. However, he would be content with the valuable discussion which 
had taken place, and asked to withdraw the motion. 

Mr. Grivuam Keen asserted that the grants made by the Council to 
provincial towns were as large as their means would permit. He did not 
say they were gigantic, but they were as large as the’r means would allow. 

The motion was withdrawn. 


Moneyitenpine Brin. 


Mr. E. J. Trusrzam (London) moved: ‘‘That, having re to the 
fact that bankers and insurance companies are excluded from the Money- 
lending Bill now before the House of Commons, solicitors should 
similarly expressly excluded, and that the Council be requested to take 
steps to this end.“ He said the Bill, which was otherwise quite un- 
objectionable as it stands, had a rather exceptionable omission. When 
one came to the definition of a moneylender, and that they had to register 
themselves, one found that the term was to include every person whose 
business was that of moneylending. It would be possible for a judge to 
hold that a solicitor came within tne Bill, though he did not say he would 
doso. But that such a contention should be possible was very undesirable 
and ought not to exist. 

Mr. W. Hazetvine Jones (London) seconded the motion. 


Mr. T. Raw. (London) hoped the motion would not be carried. He 


a the Council had decided they would petition in favour of the 
Bl. 
The Prestpent: As a matter of fact the Council have petitioned in its 
fav ur. 

Mr. Raw ze said the point to which Mr. Trustram had referred was an 
important one. But he thought it would be a most injurious thing to 
them as a body of professional men to suggest that they were struck or 
aimed at by a Bill which was to prevent practices which were notorious 
or too common among a certain class of people. Solicitors did not come 
within the description of moneylenders. That was not their business, 
He thought it would be a very unfortunate thing that the members of 
their honourable profession should consider themselves as moneylenders. 

Mr. Kruper thought they might very well take the risk of the language 
if the Bill, which was a sufficient protection. 

Mr. R. L. Devonsutre (London) thought it would be very bad policy 
to suggest that solicitors wished to be included in the Bill. The —* 
ohject of their profession being to advise as to law, the less they had to do 
with lending money the better. 

Mr. Croox said that unfortunately there were solicitors who carried on 
the business of moneylenders. He wished there were not. He hoped the 
Bill would pass. . 

Mr. Hasrre asserted that the Bill would not hit honourable solicitors who 
carried on a proper business. The profession would never be pu of 
the dregs, and if solicitors were excepted from the operation of the Bill 


to-morrow, as soon as it came into force it would be found that the money 


of all the moneylenders in the kingdom would be passing through the 
hauds of the worst class of solicitors, 

Mr. Trusteam said that after the opinions which had been expressed he 
was prepared to withdraw the motion. If the mambers were satisfied with 
the Bill as it stands and felt that there was no necessity to exclude solicitors, 
though bankers were excluded, he was content to leave the matter. 

The Present: I should like to answer the question why bankers and 
insurance companies are excluded from the operation of Bill. The 
rrason is that it might be considered that ers and the directors of 
insurance companies are persons whose business is that of moneylending. 
I hope it will never be said, and never can be said, that the primary object 
of a solicitor’s business is that of moneylendi If the primary 23 
of a man’s business is not moneylending this Bill does not touch him. If 
it is, let him register himself as a moneylender and be known before the 
world as such. 

The motion was withdrawn. 


Hover or General Meerines. 


Mr. Harvey Currron (London) had given notice to move ‘That it 
would be to the advantage of the society, and a convenience to members, if 
the meetings of the society were to commence at a later hour, and not 
earlier than for o’clock.”” He had, howcver, written to the secretary to 
the effect that he was unable to be present, and requesting that the motion 
might be postponed till the next meeting. 

A vote of thanks to the President, moved by Mr. Forp, terminated the 
proceedings. 





GENERAL COUNCIL OF THE BAR, 


‘The annual general meeting of the bar was held in the Old Hall, 
Lincoln’s-inn, on the 1st inst., the Attorney-General presiding. 

The Arrorney-Genzrat, in moving the adoption of the annual state- 
ment of the council, said the suggestions con’ in it were cf a most 





‘with the reformers on that matter, It was a a us subject to. 
touch up6n, and inasmuch as it was to be brought at that meeting 
he would abstain from further comment. 

Tne Soticrron-Generat eeconded the motion, and said it was satis- 

to observe that in connection with the circuit system—a point of 
ca impor‘ance to the profession, to the country, and to the adminis- 
tration of justice—the council had done its duty. * 

The statement was adopted. 

Dr. Buaxr Oponus, Q C., moved: ‘‘ That ia the —_ of this " 
meeting of the bar, it is desirable that the L acation should com- 
mence on the lst of August in each year.”” Sir Webster had said 
that perhapé the motion might be dangerous. He ventured to think there 
was some danger in their not ing a motion on the subject. The matter 
had been before all four Benches’ of the Inns of ‘Court, and he believed 
that all were agreed that the Long Vacation ought to begin on the Ist of 
Aueu-t. The only objection he had heard to it was that there were some 
circuits which were not at an end by the Ist of August. As a matter of 
fact, however, no real, genuine, honest work was done in the few odd days 
in August. 

Mr. R. B. D. Actanp seconded the motion, the adoption of which, he 
said, was desirable for both public and private reasons. The holiday 
reason began on the 1st of August, and it affected not merely the 
profession and solicitors, but suitors and jurymen. 

Mr. Reorxatp Brown, Q.C., while in favour of the motion, said that in 
his opinion it did not go quite far enough. He moved to add the words 
‘and termivate on the 80th of Septembar.’”? He asked the meeting to say 
that in the public interest it was desirable that the vacation should be 
shortened. 

Sir Epwarp Ciarx#, Q.C., in seconding the amendment, said he had 
long held, and had more than once at meetings of the bar, his 
strong conviction that the Long Vacation at present was much too long, 
and that the length of that vacation was no real advantage to any man in 
their profession, while it was a serious bindrance to public business and a 
serious interference with the effective discharge by courts of their public 
duties. There was no man, however hardly worked in any profession, 
who could not get in six weeks of a well-spent wo all the advantage 
in test and refreshment to body and mind that a holiday could give. It 
wasa most unfortunate thing for the working younger members of the 
bar that there should be so very long a period during which they were 

racticully prevented from earning an income in their rofession. He 
long felt that the difficulty was not with the active mem of the bar ;. 
it was witha good many mem of the bar who were not actively engaged 
in the performance of its duties, a ey, belonged to its 
ranks. Then there were the judges. one’s income went on just in the 
sameway, whether one was a- holiday or not, one was very much 
inclined to take a good many ho! s. The judges had shewn that they 
held that view very strongly. Besides the 52 Sundays in the year there 
were 96 days of the week in the present year upon which the courts were 
not to sit at all. Saturday was now almost a dies non. In addition to the 
96 days, therefore, there were 36 Saturdays on which only half a day’s 
work was done, which made 112 or 114 working days which the judge, 
the master, or the registrar, as the case might be, had for the enjoyment 
of his ‘leisure. He thought that was an extravagant allowance. It was 
desirable that the bar should make moderate proposals with regard to the 
amendment of the Long Vacation, and he would be glad if that large 
meeting were to accept the proposal of Mr. Brown, define from the 
1st of August to the'last day of September as the time which should 
measure the length of their Long Vacation. , 

Mr. Levarr, Q.0:, expressed his dissent from Sir E. Clarke’s view. 

Mr. Joszerx Watton, Q.C., without —— ‘an opinion himself, said 
he was catisfied that the great majority those who on previous 
occasions had voted against avy change felt that there was no real 
demand in the public interest for the shortening of the Long Vacation. 

On a show of bands the rider was declared to be lost, and the original 

tion was' carried. 
after the traneaction of. some formal business, the proceed 
terminated with a vote of thanks to the ea say et og moved by Mr. 
Josep Watton and seconded by Mr. Recinatp Brown. 








COMPANIES. 
LAW FIRE INSURANCE SOCIETY. 


The anntal general meeting of the Law Fire Insurance Boolety was held 
on Tuesday, at the ——— Chancery-lane, Sir Rionako Naeonoraox, 


chairman, , - 

The fift “fourth repokt stated that the result of the transactions of the 
past year bern very fayourable. The premium income of the year 
1899 amounted to £154,545, and shewed an increase of £2,729, over that of 
the previous year. The total amount insured was estimated at 1305 
millions. The sum of £10,000 had been added to the reserve fund. The 
ratio of losses in 1899 to the net premium income for the year was 39°3 

cent. ; the expenses of mapagement were 15 cent,; and the 
commission 13°3 per cent. Tbe board had much pleasure in repeating 
their high appreciation of the active exertions of the numerous agents 

‘in the provinces, as well as in the metropolis, and of the zeal 
and arsiduity of the officers of the eociety. The competition for insurance 
business throughout the country still pointed to the necessity of that 


oti thy and support on part of the shareholders generally 
which had 80 rms ed in about the continued success of 
the society, while a steady flow of new was fn order to 
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secure a continuance of the satisfactory results which had attended the 
past operations of the office 

The Secretary (Mr. George William Bell) having read the notice con- 
vening the meeting, 


The Carman moved the adoption of the report. He thought that, 
having regard to the figures to which the report referred they might all 
congratulate themselves upon the result of the year’s work. It would be 
remembered that 1898 was a sorry one for the insurance world and that 
the Law Fire did not escape the general consequences of a disastrous year ; 
in fact, they had hed to draw upon their reserve fund for £30,000 
because the losses in 1898 were £103,450 as against £63,800 in 1897, and 
because, also, the society were anxious to keep up their dividend to the 
sum to which the shareholders had been accustomed. Of that £30,000 the 
directors had repaid £10,000, and, after the repayment of that sum, they 
had in hand an available balance after paying their way in every respect 
of £45,987 7s. 5d. Before going to the accounts he would like to call 
attention to what might be thought to have been an omission in the report. 
Following the example of a great many other offices and participating in 
the general feeling that those who had gone to the front in South Africa to 
fight their country’s ba'tles were entitled to everybody’s consideration, 
the directors had thought they might run the risk of subscribing £105 to 
the Lord Mayor’s Fund. They hoped that their action would meet with 
the approval of the shareholders, and the rather because it would only 
cost them one halfpenny per share. Turning to the accounts, it would be 
observed that the premium income presented a steady and continuous 

wth. It amounted to £154,545 in 1899, as against £151,816 in 1898, an 
create of £2,729, and this, though not a very large increase, had been 
arrived at in spite of very continuous, and ever-increasing, competition 
in the business in which they were engaged. The total sum insured 
was 130 millions and a-half sterling as against 128 millions in 1898. 
The ratio of losses to premium income in 1899 was 39°3 per cent. 
as against 47 per cent. for the year 1898. But that ratio of 1898 had 
reference only to the losses of that year. When they took into considera- 
tion that, they paid in 1898 £31,260 brought forward from 1897, the 
ratio of Joss actually was 61 per cent., they would not fail to observe that 
the accounte which were now brought down to date covered not only losses 
paid but losses outstanding. He held in his hand a comparative state- 
ment of fourteen fire offices, with a premium income ranging from £60,000 
to a million and a-quarter, the average being £450,000 a year. This 
shewed that the average fire loss was 58 per cent. of the premium income, 
whilst that of the Law Fire was 39°3 per cent. The ratio of the Law Fire 
expenses of management for 1899 was 15 per cent., the same as in the 
previous year. The commission was 13:3, as against 13 per cent. for 1898, 
making together 28 per cent. The table to which he had referred shewed 
an average ratio of expenses of 34 per cent. as against the Law Fire’s 28 
per cent. So, as regarded the ratio of losses and expenses, the Law Fire 
shewed in a much more favourable position. Coming to the accounts the 
receipt side shewed a diminution of £738 in the balance brought forward. 
That was a miter of noimportance. The account of 1899 did not shew 
the following items because they were applicable to 1898: Profit and 
loss on sales of investments £4,182, and it did not shew that exceptional 
transfer of £30,000 in 1898 to meet the claims during that year. On 
the other hand, there was an increase under the following heading— 
increase in premiums, £2,729, the premium income being for 1899 
£154,545, as against £151,816 for 1898. There was a slight increasce 
in interest on investments, and a small increase on transfers of 
shares. On the other side of the account there were the following 
differences: The fire losses for 1899 were £60,803 17s. 11d., as 
against £103,450 10s. 7d. for 1898, shewing a diminution in 
that respect of £42,647. The following payments shewed increases on 
the year as compared with 1898 : Commission shewed an increase of £354; 
stamps, £13; tire brigade, £11; income tax, £39; expenses of manage- 
ment, £63 ; carried to reserve, £10,000, Turning to the balance-sheet; 
that he thought they would be glad to see was perfectly satisfactory. 
There was on deposit on the 31st of December £8,000, and in hand 
£4,736 on the current account more than in 1898. On the one side they 
had been able to repay £10,000, part of the £30,000 borrowed from the 
reserve fund The amount of fire losses outstanding exceeded that of 
1898 by £2,021; but this item has been dealt with already by him in 
referring to the balance available for distribution, which amounted to 
£45,987 7s. 5d., the balance of the trading for the year. £12,500 had been 
distributed, equal to a dividend of 5s. per share, by way of interim dividend, 
and he was glad now to announce that the board had declared an additional 
dividend of 12s. 6d. per share, making up 17s. 6d. per share, which 
would absorb £31,250 of that balance and would still leave an available 
balance of £12,974 after payment of the usual office bonus of £1,763. He 
hoped they would think that the board had done their duty as regarded 
the reserve fund ; but seeing that they had nearly £13,000 in hand he could 
not but hope that the time would shortly come when they would ree their 
way to repay another £10,000 to the reserve. He looked upon the strength 
of the reserve fund as the very essence of good business. He should be 
very glad to see it increasing as the risks increased. The public looked for 
it, their constituents looked for it, and he was sure the 
shareholders would feel that they ought to present a strong 
front in that respect to those who entrusted the society with their 
business, eeeing that there was a possibility of a rainy day. They no 
doubt had the command of possibly the best, or some of the best, business 
in London; but fires were not to be controlled. They were increasing 
year by year, and the risks were increasing proportionately; and he 
thought that the rererve fund ought to keep pace with the exigencies to 
which tLey wire subject by reason of their increased business and the 
liabilities which it involved. In the list of companies to which he had 
referred, the directors of which no doubt thought they did their business 








on as satisfactory lines as did the society, he found they had had to 
face losees of 82 per cent., of 73 per cent., of 65 per cent., of 62 
cent., and so on of their premium income. It was perfectly true that 
the society could, if its constituents were good enough to support it 
as hitherto, command a continuance of the good business which had 
been its fortune hitherto; but they must not forget that, last year, 
they had had to take the very serious amount of £30,000 from their 
reserve fund, and that there might be in store for them troublous 
times as for other people. There were no doubt some amongst them who 
looked upon the Law Fire as a kind of machine which was to produce 
a dividend of 17s. 6d. covite que cotite. He was not one of those, but he 
did feel that if they were to expect anything like that the shareholders 
must do as they bad done in the past, put their shoulders to the wheel 
and help the society in every possible way. There were 520 shareholders 
in the society and 150 of the-e did not bring in any sort of business at all. 
He asked these to help themselves to a better dividend by assisting the 
society. On the other hand the society were —— indebted to their 
very strenuous supporters who not only brought all the business 
they could but influenced others to do so. Fires were on the 
increase. He had the report of the Fire Brigade Committee before him 
and he found that the average number of serious fires in the ten years 1889 
to 1898 was 164 The number of serious fires in 1899 was 216. The 
average number of slight fires in the ten years was 3,009; the number of 
slight fires in 1899 was 3,630. The total average was 3,173 for the ten years 
whereas the number of fires for 1899 was 3,846. So that there were 673 
fires in 1899 above the average of the preceding ten years. That wasa 
matter which they must always bear in mind when they were carrying on 
their business. He would again make an appeal to the shareholders to do 
what they could to support the society, which was eminently entitled to 
their confidence. There was an enormous subscribed capital and a good 
reserve fund. On the part of his colleagues he expressed their and his own 
gratitude to their old friend Mr. Bell for bis unwearied efforts in the 
interests of the society and the valuable advice and assistance he was ready 
to give on all occasions. They were also much indebted to the staff for 
their loyalty and good offices, to the shareholders for their support, and 
to the public for their confidence. 

Lord Hoxsuovss seconded the motion, and it was unanimously agreed to, 

On the motion of the Cuarrman, the following directors, who retired by 
rotation, were re-elected: Mr. Charles Whitbread Graham, Lord 
Stratheden and Campbell, Mr. John Gwynne James, Mr. George Edgar 
Frere, Mr. Frederick Morgan, Mr. William Melmoth Walters, Mr. 
William Williams, Mr. Frederick Parker Morrell, Mr. William Nocton, 
and Sir Henry Arthur White. 

The Oxnarrman moved, and the retiring auditors were re-elected as 
follows: Mr. James Frederick Burton, Mr. Edmund Francis Blake 
Church, Mr. John Henry Hortin, and Mr. Charles Robert Roberts West. 

An extraordinary meeting was then held, and 

The CHarrman moved to alter the deed of settlement, so that in 
the event of a director dying or vacating his office otherwise than by 
rotation, it should be competent for the directors to fill up the vacancy, 
the director appointed being required to vacate office at the next general 
meeting, when he should be competent for re-election. 

Mr. F. R. Parker seconded the motion, which was agreed to. 

Mr. W. J. Crirrs, C.B., moved a vote of thanks to the chairman and 
directors. He observed that the shareholders had to congratulate themselves 
and the board upon the extremely favourable statement which had been laid 
before them. He had been connected with the rociety for a great number 
of years and had shewn his confidence in it by never attending a general 
meeting until to-day. He had had a small fire himeelf, and the society 
had dealt with him most promptly and liberally. He was sure they 
agreed with what the chairman bad eaid respecting the reserve. It would 
not only strengthen the public confidence in the society’s position, but it 
would be a source of strength and profit in other directions. 

The motion having been carried, 

The Cuarrman, in returning thanks on behalf of his co-directors and 
himself, said that their great desire was to conduct the business on safe 
lines and to continue to deserve their confidence. He might mention that 
the society was not affected by the terrible Ottawa fire. That kind of risk 
did not commend itself to the society, but they were sorry to find that a 
great many of the other offices were hit somewhat severely by indulging in 
luxuries of that cort. He understood that aloss of something like £350,000 
to £400,000 would fall upon the London offices. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 

Sir Joun Brivcg died on Thursday in last week after a few weeks’ 
illness. He was the son of Mr J. H. Bridge, of Dover, was educated at 
Trinity College, Oxford, and was called to the bar in 1850, when he joined 
the then Home Circuit and obtained a good practice. In 1872 he was 
appointed police magistrate of Wandsworth, being subsequently trans- 
ferred to Southwark and finally to Bow-street ; acd in 1890 he was appointed 
chief magistrate. Of his admirable discharge of the duties of that 
responsible office there is and has been but one vpinicn. He resigned tte 
office in 1899. None, says the St. James’s Gazetic, will miss the late Sir 
John Bridge more sorely than the poor and needy. It is no secret, to his 
friends at all events, that his interest in cases which came before him and 
which seemed to him deserving of pity did not end when he rose from bis 
seat on the magisterial bench. In numberless instances the victim of 
misfortune or ill-treatment was followed to his or her home, and assistance 
was given. In this way Sir John wuld belp people to emigrate, or find 
them a situation, or intercede for them with employers. 








= TF) ef ct Te 


— — a oo OS at OP 


a wet ee 


i at 20 oh Oe a @ ast 


a actin oo bn 


Guta Gh tibet a oe ome eee a ee f 


ee. ene ot Rete ot ae ot oe a eee oe oe ot oe. 








ks’ 


ed 
yas 
1S- 


rat 
te 
Sir 
his 
nd 
bis 


ce 
nd 


May 5, 1900. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


[Vol. 44.) 435 








Mr. Anprew Lucker Saquanrey, solicitor, of Liverpool, died on Sunday 
las, after a fortnight’s illness. Mr. Squarey was the son of Mr. Robert 
Squarey, of Salisbury, and was admitted in 1843. He had been solicitor to 
the Mersey Docks and Harbour Board since 1867, and he was also clerk to 
the Wallasey Embankment Commissioners and — As the Liverpool 
Steamship Owners’ Association. He was a Governor of University College, 
Liverpool, and was a Justice of the Peace for Cheshire. 





INFORMATION REQUIRED. 


Mrs. A. R. Banron.—The Title Deeds relating to certain freehold property 
known as ‘‘ Westbury,’’ Grassington-road, Eastbourne, in the county of 
Sussex, are missing from the custody of the owner, Mrs. A. R. Barron, in 
whose possession they should be. All persons are or warned — 
dealing with the same in any way by way of a or otherwise, and any 
person giving such information as may lead to the return of the said deeds 
to the said Mrs. A. R. Barron will receive £50 reward.—Address only 
Messrs. Langham & Son, solicitors, Eastbourne. 


SusannaH Greps (deceased).—Anyone who can give information with 
reference to a Will of Susannah Gibbs, late of Gibsurne, Church-lane, 
Hornsey, is requested to communicate with Robinson, May, & Elliot, 
solicitors, 22, Charterhouse-square, London, E.C. 





GENERAL, 


On Wednesday, at the Central Criminal Court, Frederick William Bailey, 
solicitor, was found guilty of obtaining by false pretences a deed of mort- 
gage and certain title deeds relating to leasehold property, and was 
sentenced to six months’ hard labour. 


The —_ of Salisbury having engaged the Hotel Cecil for his official 
reception there on the 23rd of May, in celebration of her Majesty’s 
birthday, the annual dinner of the United Law Olerks, fixed for that 
evening, has been postponed until Friday, the 25th of May. 


On the Ist inst. a sitting was held for the public examination of 
William Charles Walker, described as a solicitor, of 95, Regent-street, 
but the Assistant Official Receiver stated that the debtor had not 
surrendered under the proceedings, and the examination was adjourned 
sine die. 

At the annual meeting of the Inns of Court Mission on het yg ec the 
Lord Chancellor said that those who originated this movement been 
surprised at the great success which had attended the efforts of the present 
warden, the Rev. H. G. D. Latham. The one difficulty now was that 
they wanted a little more money. The meeting was addressed by the 
Attorney-General, Mr. Justice Channell, and the Bishop of London. 


A correspondent of the Times says that plans have been prepared and 

— in connection with the erection of four additional courts at the 
yal Courts of Justice. The courts will be erected on the ground at the 

west end of the building, at present laid out as a garden, and will be 
separated from the main building by the existing footpath. The new 
building will be connected with the old one by means of a covered passage 
or gallery. 

On the ist inst., in the House of Commons, Lord H. Cecil asked the 
Attorney-General whether his attention had been called to an advertise- 
ment appearing in the Zimes of the 17th of April which offered an advow- 
son for exchange in a pretty agricultural village, about £250 with early 
possession, for more valuable one deferred, or nominee whose friends would 
increase endowment ; and whether the attention of the Public Prosecutor 
would be called to the advertisement with a view to taking such proceed- 
ings as might be lawful in the event of the publication of an advertisement 
suggesting such transaction being proved to be illegal. The Attorney- 
General said : Since the question of my noble pe a upon the paper 
I have obtained a copy of the advertisement refe’ to. It is not possible 
from a mere perusal of the advertisement to say whether an illegal trans- 
action was contemplated. The case is not one in which I should be 
justified in directing the Public Prosecutor to take any action. 


In the House of Commons, on the 26th ult., on the vote to complete the 
sum of £33,246 for the Land Registry, Sir A. Rollit called attention to 
the increase of £10,958 in the salaries, and said that he could not see how, 
for the ordinary purposes of the registry, this increase was demanded. 
The registry took a considerable time to do its work, and there was no 
ae upon it. Apparently also there was a departure this year in 

e Estimates from an arrangement made by the Government that 
there should be an experimental trial of the system of compulsory 
registration limited in the first instance to one county for a period of 
three years. He wanted to know how the experiment had su d, what 
amount of business had been done, and what generally was the outlook. 
Mr. Billson also asked for information as to how the experiment had 
succeeded in London. Mr. Channing invited the Government to say to 
what extent the owners of real estate had availed themselves of the pro- 
visions for registering possessory titles, whicb, in the course of time, 
would become absolute titles. The Attorney-General, regretting that he 
not the information available, undertook to make inquiries before the 
report stage, and give the House the fullest information in regard to the 
actual amount of work done in the department. With regard to the 
increase of expense, it was due to the necessity for an increase of staff. 
There had been several appointments made in view of the growing 
business. Under a Bill which had already passed the second , the 
Land Charges Bill, a very substantial amount of work would be done by 
the Land Registry clerks which had hitherto been done in other offices, 
and, of course, there would be a saving in those other de ts. He | 
did not think anybody ought to be too sanguine at the stage of such 








a change as this, but he was informed that there had been a very con- 


siderable increase of business, and that the of the usefulness of 
the Act were very hopeful. He could not give figures as to the exact 
number of those who had registered possessory titles. 


In the annual address to stadents in connection with the London Beclety 


Dicey said that, putting the matter —“ 

been governed, Ps the 19th century, by three different currents of 
opinion ; and these three currents of what he a — 
which he meant opinion on legal matters, were themselves only the results, 
the products, of far more general currents of opinion pre through- 
out the nation. These three currents of opinion migh be y divi 
into three periods, although they ——— first he called the 
period of Blackstonian optimism and fear of change, from 1800 
to 1832. This period was characterized by a general absence of legal 
change, largely accounted for by the fact that Englishmen held that 
the British Constitution was almost perfect. One great exception, 
however was the abolition of the slave trade, the outcome of the 
great evangelical movement of the time. Another of that was 
the non-natural reasons for irrational arrangements. Lord for 
example, believed that the severity of the law, which made it possible for a 
woman to be hanged for ste of the value of 5s., was itself an 
excellence, because it gave the j an. op} ity of she the law’s 
mercy. The second od, from 1820 to 1865, was that of Benthamite 
individualism. He described Benthamism as systematized /aisses-faire. 
Personal freedom in —* sphere was the war-cry of this period. From 
the time at which Benthamism became operative, nearly all the great 
reforms of the day had ope character—they were all attempts 
to strixe away everything which limited individual freedom of 
action. One of the most effective and wisest pieces of legislation 
for which the Benthamites were reSponsible was, in his opinion, 
the repeal of the Usury Laws. Bentham’s tract * the fallacies of 
those laws had never been answered. He should Lord James or 

of those zealous for the renewal of those laws to write an answer to it. 
The third period, 1850 to 1900, could not be connected, eo far as his know- 
ledge went, with the name of any one man. It was what he called the 
period of collectivism for want of a better name. The essence of it 
appeared to be that the power of the State should direct and aid the 
individual in the attainment of his welfare and happiness. The legislation 
of this period was represented by the whole mass of the labour laws, free 
education, free libraries, &c. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rora or Reoisrazars 1s ATTENDANCE ou 








Date Appgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
¢ No. 2. Sriauixe, Kexewicu. 
. Carrington Mr. Mr. Godfrey 
—— Godfrey 
Lavie Leach 
Godfrey 
Lavie Leach 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. Byrrag. Cozens-Harpy, FaRweEL. Buck.ey. 
Monday, May ............ 7 Mr. h Mr. Greswell Mr. Farmer Mr. Leach 
—— — Beat Church King Godfrey 
Pugh Greswell Farmer Kiog 
Beal Church King Farmer 
Pugh Greswell Farmer Church 
Beal Church King Greswell 








COURT OF APPEAL. 
EASTER SITTINGS, 1900. 
(Continued from p. 415.) 

FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORCE), AND 
THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS. 

(General List.) 
1900. 
h Incandescent Gas Light Co 1d v The New Incandescent (San- 

Wheht Patent) Gas Lighting oo ld appl of defts other than Stoneham 
aud Tamburine, from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated Feb 15, 1900 


roduce order) Feb 22 
— v Butler & Sons appl of plitffs from order of Mr Justice 


Wright (sitting for Mr Justice Oozens-Hardy), dated Jan 19, 1900 
Feb 26 


Anderson v Chipchase . & ae of pltff from order of Mr Justice Byrne, 
dated Nov 23, 1899 Feb 

In re Terrey Pitter v Terrey appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice 
North, dated Nov 29, 1899 March 1 

The Wallasey Urban District Council v Mon’ ery appl of deft from 
order of J a ) ee J Mr sw Farwell, Liverpool 
District Registry), e Marc’! 

Ine MoOullea “McOullum y McOullam appl of deft MK J MoOullum 





from order of — a - 14, a —— 
In re The J. L. Yo ufacturing oung V oung ° 

—* Co ld. appl of Mark Astord from order of Mr Justice Stirling 
dated Feb 8, 1900 (produce order) March 8 
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Bury v Platt appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated 
Jan 13, 1900 March 9 

In re the Borax Co, 1d Foster v The Borax Co, ld opp of defts, The 
Borax Co, ld, from order of Mr Justice Farwell, da March 5, 1900 
(produce order) March 9 

In re the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890, and In. re Joseph Hargreaves, ld 
appl of VA Gray from order of Mr. Justice Cozens-Hardy (for Mr. 
Justice Wright), dated Feb 15, 1900 (produce order)’ March 10 

Brenchley v Higgings appl of .deft from order of Mr. Justice Farwell, 
dated Feb 16,1900 March 13 

In re Ross - Sartorius v Theobald appl of defts, J. Theobald and ora, 

, ey — of Mr. .Jurtice Kekewich, dated Feb 1, 1900 (produce order) 

eb 2 

In re Ross Coles v Theobald appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 

a dated Feb 1, 1900 (produce order) to be heard together 
arch 13 

British: Motor Syndicate, ld v John Taylor & Sons, Id appl of defts from 
order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated Feb 15, 1900 | March 14 

Bullard v Neal “ppl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
Dec 19, 1899 arch 15 

In reGrimston Burney v Street appl of defts, J. Street, jun, and ors, 
from order of Mr. Justice Byrne, dated Jan 22, 1900 March 16 

Rooney v Stanton app! of pitff from orderof Mr. Justice Buckley, dated 
Feb 16, 1900 March 16 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 


Coolgardie Explorers v Kaufinan appl of deft Charles Kaufinan from 
order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated March 24, 1900 (produce 
order) March 30 

Walker v The Longton Hall Colliery Co, 1d appeal of pltff and anr from 
order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated Dec 20, 1899 (from Final List, by 
order) Jan 10 

In re W H Gladstone and Settled Land Acts, 1882 to 1890 Gladstone v 
Gladstone appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated 
April 9, 1900 (produce order appealed from) April 12 


FROM THE PROBATE AND DIVORCE DIVISION. 
(Final List.) 
1899. 


DS Donovan, petnr v M Donovan respt (Martin and Garrett, co-respts) 
app of petnr from order of Mr Justice Barnes, dated Nov 30,1899 Dec 7 

Countess Cowley, petnr v Earl Cowley, respt appl of petnr from order of 
Mr Justice Barnes, dated Feb 7, 1900 Feb 19 

In re McKenzie H rv Mackenzie appl of C McKenzie from order of 
the President, dated Feb 19, 1900 March 1 

Dormer orse Ward, petnt v Ward, respt appl of petnr from order of Mr 
Justice Barnes, dated Feb 19, 1900, and cross-notice of respt, dated 
March 5, 1900 March 2 


FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE COURT OF LANCASTER. 
(Final List.) 
1899, 


In re Travis Frost v Greatorex appl of dft S R Platt from judgt of 
Vice-Chancellor of County Palatine of Lancaster, dated April 21, 1899, 
and cross-notice of appl of dfts K Greatorex & anr from order, dated 
June 15, 1899 (stand over to first Thursday in May) June 15 

In re Travis Frost v Greatorex appl of dft J Travis from order of Vice- 
Chancellor of County Palatine of Lancaster, dated April 21, 1899, 
and cross-notice of defts K Greatorex & anr (stand over to first Thursday 
in May) July 1 

In re Leyland & Taylor’s Contract & Vendor & Purchasers Act, 1874 
appl of H. Leyland from order of Vice-Chancellor of County Palatine of 
Lancaster, dated Feb 26, 1900 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(In Bankruptcy.) 

In re Sutherst (expte The Trustee) against an order made by Mr Justice 
Wright, on March 10, 1900 

In re Abbott, junr (expte The Debtor) from an order made by Mr Registrar 
Linklater, on March 13, 1900, refusing to rescind the receiving order 

In re Wells (expte The Debtor) from a receiving order made by Mr 
Registrar Brougham, on March 16, 1900 

In re Ely (expte The Trustee) from an order of the Divisional Court, dated 
March 12 & perfected on March 31, 1900 

In re Vogeler Co (expte Vogeler Co) 
manager 


petn of Creditors and ‘ial 

from an order made by Mr Registrar Linklater, made on 
April 2, 1900 

In re Horsfall (expte The Debtor) from an order made by Mr Registrar 
Hope, on March 22, 1900, whereby he suspended the diecharge of the 
Debtor for two years 

In re Taylor & Morrison (expte The Petitioning Creditor) from an order 
made by Mr Registrar Linklater, on March 22, 1900, dismissing the 


petition 
JUDGMENT RESERVED. 
In re The Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. 


(From County Covrt.) 


In the Matter, &c Law v Craven Bros 1d (Crown Side) appl of applicant 
J Law from award of Co Court cashire, se ester dated 
Oct 23, 1899 (c a v Feb 10, 1900) 





— — — 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Hearing. 
(Final List.) 
1899. 


Watson v Borner appl of pitff from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated 
Aug 3, 1899, at trial without a jury. Middlesex Oct 19 

Wesson & anr v Walker appl of pltffs from judgt of English Harrison, 
QO, Commr., dated Aug 7, 1899, at trial with common jury, Birming. 
ham Oct 24 

Foulses v Berry appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated 
Aug 4, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Oct 30 

Denaby & Cadeby Main Collieries 14 & anr v Hull, Barnsley and West 
Riding Junction Ry and Dock Co appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr 
Justice Kennedy, dated Oct 30, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex, 
and cross-appl of defts, dated Nov 14, 1899 Nov 15 

Smith v Stone appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated 
Nov 2, 1899, at trisl without a jury, Middlesex Nov 15 

Williams v Hooker appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice. Bigham, dated 
Nov 3, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Nov 15 

Louis Model v Hannan’s Lake View Central ld (Crown ide) appl of defts 
from judgt of Justices Ridley and Da:lng, dated Nov 4 1899 Nov 24 

Faultless v Callard appl of plitff from judgt of Mr Justice Bruce, dated 
Nov 10, 1899, at trial without ajury Nov 25 

Vestry of the Parish of St Marylebone v Sheriff of Londcn appl of deft 
from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated Nov 22, 1899, at trial without 
ajury Decl 

Cohen v Tannar appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated Noy 
29, 1899, at trial with common jury, Middlesex Dec 6 

Estates & Investment Corpn ld v Bunn appl of deft from judgt of Mr 
Justice Grantham, dated. Nov 15, 1899 Dec 8 

Deakin v Birmingham Great Western Ry Cold appl of pltff from judgt of 
Mr Justice Channell, dated August 10, 1899 (jury discharged), Bir- 
mingham Dec 16 

Bostock v Ramsey Urban District Council appl of defts from judgt of 
Lord Chief Justice, dated Nov 6, 1899, at trial with special jury, 
Middlesex Dec 20 

Handyside & Co v New Brighton Tower (Peters & Sons, 3rd parties) 
appl of third parties from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated Dec 4, 
1899, at trial with special jury, West Derby Dec 22 

The Lyle Shipping Cold v The Corpn of Cardiff (Churchill & Son, 3rd 
parties) appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated Dec 5, 
1899, at trial without a jury (Commercial List), Middlesex Dec 23 

FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(New Trial Paper.) 
1899. 

Woolley v Manchester Ship Canal Co appln of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 13, 1899, at trial 
before T H Baylis, Esq, and special jury ‘(Court of Passage, Liverpcol) 
—Pitff dead * April 19 

Grahame v Robertsron appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Dec 12, 1900, at trial before Mr. Justice 
Grantham and special jory, weer Dec 23 

00 


Sampson v The Lowestoft Net Works ld appln of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict & judgt, dated Jan 24, 1900, at trial before 
Mr Justice Lawrance and special jury, Middleex Feb 27 

Phillpottsv Day appln of deft for judgt or new trial on app! from verdict 
& judgt, dated Feb 28, 1900, at trial before Mr Justice Darling and 
common jury, Middlesex . March 7 


Robertson & anr v Wall & Son & anr appln of defts for judgt or new trial 


on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 1, 1900, at trial before Mr 
Justice Lawrance and common jury, Middlesex March 8 

Vizetelly v Mudie’s Select Library 1d appln of defts for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March’ 6, 1900, at trial before Mr 
Justice Grantham and special jury, Middlesex March 9 

Fiorence v Knott appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on app! from ver- 
dict & judgt, dated Jan 18, 1900, at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance and 
special jury, Middlesex March 10 f 

Coltman v Jones appln of pitff for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
& judgt, dated March 6, 1900, at trial before Justic Lawrance & special 
jury, Middlesex March 13 k 

Gilroy v Astley appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
& judgt, dated March 12, 1900, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham 
March 1 


Harrison v Richard Cooper & Co appln of deft for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 27, 1900, and notice of «ross- 
appl by pitff, dated March 29, 1900, at trial before The Lord Chief 
Justice and special jury, Derby March 15 

Sutton v Clurke appln of deft tor judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated March 8, 1900, at trial before Mr. Justice Puillimore 
and common jay. Middlesex March 16 

Aldridge, Douglas & Co v Kynaston Ric of pltff for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 5, 1900, st trial before Mr 
Justice Phillimore and common jury, Middlesex March 16 

G@ Snaith vR Smith appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, Tited Feb 26, 1900, at trial before Mr Justice 
Bigham and common pe, Newcastle-on-Tyne March 19 

Wigglesworth v The Urban District Council of Kingswood and the 

ingswood School Board appln of the Urban District Council for judgt 
or new trial on oop esi ict arid inact, dated Feb 24, 1900, at trial 
before Mr Justice ‘Wright and special jury, Bristol March 20 
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Clayton v The Midland Ry Co appln of defts for 35* or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 22, 1 at trial before Mr 
Justice Day and special jury, Leeds April 2 

Owen v Lavery appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated March 26, 1900, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham 
and special jury, Middlesex Ap ril 2 

Hambro v Link * of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict, 
and judgt, dated March 29, 1900, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham 
and special jury, Middlesex April 4 

Balcon v Thomas a a of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated March 27, at trial before Mr Justice Ridley and 
common jury, Middlesex April 6 

Cull & Rooke v The Great Eastern Ry Co appln of deft: for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 29, 1900, at trial 
before Mr Justice Grantham and special jury April 6 

Murray v Pratt appln of pitff for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated March 26, 1900, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham 
and special jury, Middlesex April 7 

Bill v The Mayor, &c, of the Borough of Smethwick and anr appln of defte 
for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 24, 
1900, at trial before Mr Justice Darling and a jury, Birmingham April7 

Posner v Osterlein appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated March 30, 1900, at trial before Mr Justice Bruce and 
common jury, Middlesex April 9 

Tidden Smith & Wife v Inns of Court Hotelld appln of defts for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict & judgt, dated March 30, 1900, ‘ye trial 
before Mr Justice Grantham & special jury, Middlesex March I 

Pritchard v Doughton, Lovyck & Co eppin of defts for judgt or * trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated April 4, 1900, at trial before Mr 
Justice Darling & common jury, Middlesex April ll 

Gladden v Dean appln of W H Gladden for judgt or new trisl on appl 
from verdict & judgment, dated April 4, 1900, at trial before Mr Justice 
Darling & common jury, Middlesex April 12 

= be continued ) 


THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 

May 8.—Mesers. Doveias Youre & Co,, at the Angel Hotel, Ilford, at 7: 73 Piots of Free- 
"hold Building Land, situate in RS and Valentines-roads, on ‘the Park 
Estate, —— the Uford Public Solicitors, Messrs. Gusta 
Sons, London. (See advertisement, April 28, p. 3) 

— 9. —Messrs. —— Flaus, Eoerton. aR Gususaren, & Co.» ot Go 


vus Thompson & 


~~ with warehouses im rear. Also 
£627 4s, 114. avnum, secured bing situate in the borough, com 
orks, and Poultry — Be'le Vue 


—— of 

and other works, portion of the Victeria Brewery, Greaves-street 

and Horrick’s Factory, the Victoria Boiler Work the Monts -street Baptist 
Chapel and Schools, 19 public and beer-houses, 578 and ny wig Let 
on leases, — —— unexpired ; —— 
Messis. Hunter & Haynes, London; and Messrs. Ainsw 
Blackburn. (See advertisements, April ) 

May 9 —Messre. Dovaias Youre & Co, at the Mare. at 2:—Clapham: Two eight-roomed 
Houses. producing £38 and £54 14s. Solicitors, . N, Mason 
Forest Hill: Freehold Detached Villa ; rental value £55.. Solicitors, Messrs. Fraser & 
Christian, London,—Cls am-eommon: B 
Insurance in the Law 


5 
B: 
Rez 
3 
gE 
BE: 
a 


Jarvis, ww 3 London.—Cat Ging Land. 
Simpson & Bowen, London.—Brixton : Leaseb i ; rental £52. Solicitors, 
—— Hollams, Sons, Coward, & Hawkesley, London. —— LA April 28, 


May 10.—Messrs. Gro. GoutpsmiTH, Sox, & Co, at the aie at. 2:—Belgravia: Lease- 
hold Investments on the W: Estate, vate Residences ; 
Butiness Premises with resi‘ential rooms above; and s Ground-rent of £10 per 
— — Messrs. Shepheards & & Walters, Leadon. (See advertisement, 
this week, p, 3 

May 10.—Messrs. Ites, Sons, & Co.:—Plots of Freehold land by etn a in situated 
at Southend-on-Sea. (See advertisement, April zh ae ua 

May 10.— Me: ars. C. C. <7. —— the Mart; at 


Green, Leman-street, E.C , Theydon Bola, Fering bl, i Whitechapel, Walbaratoy 
and Limehouse. Leaseholds at Houndsdi End. (Bee 





and depths 120ft. to 145ft Solicitors, Messrs. 
advertisement, April 28, p. 3 ) 
May 11.—Mesers. Dotman & Paance, at the Mart, at Pea Business Premises in 
Bell-yard, Temple Bar. (Gee advertiocenent, thie weak, p 3 ) 
RESULTS OF SALES. 
Messrs. H. E. Foster & 22 at their Auction on Leta y = A last, disposed of 
Nos. 1 and 2, Roxeth-villas, Headstone-road, Harrow. a 
let at £56 per annum, for £540; also No. 65, Queen’ North, Uxbridge-road, W., let 
at £29 per annum, for £285 
Reversions anp Lire Pouiciss, &c. 
Messrs. B. E. Fostex & Cranrreco held their f 32 rt Bad 668) of the above 
Interests at the Mart, E.C., on Thursday last, when a ‘as realised. 





REVERSIONS : £ 
To One-sixth of £4,626 New Capeety Wo Cy ait Genial to 
One-third of “eh life 62 wud eee «. Bold 600 
Absrolute to a Fund of abo at £5,100 ; life 57... * * * 2,870 
LIFE POLICIES for £1,000; life 72 ” 675 
wine = of Business Premises at’ Pinbiry producing £496 per — 
MORTGAGE DEBT for 2600 “” a ame Spe Fm eee 
ANNUITY or RENT-CHARGE of £135 188. oe ow we - 1,140 
1 eK Shape sold at * Maat, ee * 
'» NOB. near 
Church—for £7,020; Ville in Btratford-roed, Plaistow, £860; Fi bids in 
road, Forest Gate, £1,310; a Freehold h 3. 
Two Ho in Romford- 





uses road, £ 
road, £675 ; of ty Land ad) , £150 ; ~~ 4% in the Broad wa: Fin Stow, 60 i 
he Ewe & South; £1,175; and ‘one in Li , 


WINDING UP NOTICES 
London Gasette.—Farpay, April 27. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limrep 1x Cuaycery. 


Associatep Conso.s, Linrrep—Creditors are uired,, on or ** Friday 18. to 
send their names — and the of their debts or claims, to 
Ernest Treweek, Finsbury House, 
Coopgr’s AUSTRALASIAN a Co, Limrrep rue, (tm feeeres) ee are poses nat bee gee d 
their names and addresses, and 


or before June 
Seats or ete ‘8 we Wa ker, 19. 8t Swithin’s lane 
——— & Bo. Lane are required, on. or before June 6, to send 
their and the — * of = ao to James 
William Close, Greek st chm Leeds BScatcherd & Co, pally = 
DesraasLe Propriztary Gotp Mixes A Lamaitep (In gee pi we sede 
souileel, £8 or batide Ane & ett and o particulars of 


and th: 
rteon Lawson, 84, Old Broad 
Joun — scous. Lene = are required, on Or before June 1, t> send 
or » 
Smethurst, 26, Pall Mall, anchester. , solor for liquidator 
K.onpyxg, row axp Stewart Piongens, ate requirei, on or 
before Saturda: yoy by eend their names e of their 
Ernest st 
Kvuawatri Gotp ——— anp Paverorarur — Laquipatiox)— 


f 
Jdly 27, to send 
wala of —— — 


Wi 
Lowpow axp Pgovixcrat Crore Insurance “o — —— tors 
on or before June 8, to send their names uh chteemen, 
# seine, to J Littleton, 1, Stephen st, Bristol. Tose e — 
Soorrian Joint * Tav * loa —Petn for winding up. ey 
to be heard on May 9 pangs mA AL 7 oy 
must reach — than 6 oelock in toa Shinkete of 


— Baxant, & Co, Lintrep—Creditors are required. on or * Jane Seoae * 


their names and addresses, and the varticelars ot es 2 
7, 8t Mildred’ Poultry. Mec & st, eolors 
* —55 oo — 6, are —— on or 


addresses, 
Worcester House, 





T eee. < on or before May 81, to send their 
‘nf add — —ü ow — y * = 
Unirep — er ae —323 Wis fy 25, 


petner. poe gy OD — made not later than 6 o’clock ia the 


— — ——— Exproration, Limtep (i leomanen) => uired, 
on or before June ae to seod their names addresses, and tho particclare of thet 
debts or claims, to G. G. Walker, 19, St Swithin’s lane 


London Gazette.—Turspay, May 1. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


anges O08 Gop and dive, and the pate are 


“> ——— — — 
— — —⏑⏑⏑ — Birchall, Graceshureh et, soler to liquidator 
Laypax Diamonp Fizips, Liurrep—Creditors are req ps te tay to 

—— and the particulars of their or ‘to John William 
ic nace and arene, and — my tt ty Pit Bocey 
names ° 
yneux pl, Church yard, Liverpool 

to 


” Sr Li map 6 - Creditors are 
—— ——2 So. * a 


81, James st, Li 
* — re oie mn puss es aut 


—* 
Soursrort ———— AXxD 38 Garpens Co, Luutrep—Creditors are on or 
Ee ana aa ae * ieee 
‘ (he ate ns tos nt api tote Hew Winter Gado Limited) 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES 
Femate — Society, Roe aid Crown Inn, Wood ne = Leicester 


Goov Sausarras sveniLe Lopes or —— Mrcuawics Socrery, Braddyls Arms, 
Noara 8rar Lopes, 21%, Gaaxp United 2 or Oppre.Lows, Lamb Hotel, Church st, 
Preston, Lancaster’ April 20 





atives.—We obtain 


ective Rails, Scrap 
SELL for Clients, at a moderate 


: (Telegrams : 
; Telephone: No. 9), and Branches at Belfast, Bir- 
, London, Liverpool, and Middlesborough.—[Apvr.] 
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BANKRUPICY NOTICES, 
London Gazette.—Fuivay, April 27. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Aixsworta, Enxest Ausert Hareisox, H M Convict 
Establishment, Portland, Company Promoter High 
Court Pet Feb 23 Ord April 23 

Anprews, Grorce. Birmingbam, #rass Ca:ter Birming- 
ham Pet April9 Ord April 24 

Atnya, Evwix, Blackheath High Court Pet April 24 
Ord April 24 

Batt, Cuarces Epwarp, Hammersmith, Contractor High 
Court Pet March 30 Ord April 24 

Bervarp, Henry Petar, H Convict Establishment, 
Parkhurst, I of W, Company Promoter High Court 
Pet Feb 23 Ord April 23 

Brapy, Tsomas, Wickham Market, Suffolk, Farmer 
Ipswich Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

Breznan, J, Broad st, Golden sq, Tobacconist High Court 
Pet March 30 Ord April 23 

Buexiey, Wittiam Cnaries, and Frepericxk Le 
CrorssetTe, Foubert’s pl, Regent ast, Furniture 
Manufscturers High Court Pet april 25 Ord April 25 

Byers, Raurn, Headlam, Durham, Shoemaker Stockton 
on Tees Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

Cameron, ALEXANDER, Erdington, Warwick, Builder 
Birmingham Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

Carr, Davip 8uarr, Draycott, Somerset, Farmer Wells 
Pet April 23 Ord April 23 

Carrer, Wiit1amM Apsatom, Walsall, Grocer Walsall Pet 
April 23 April 23 


Cieac, Grorcz, Dewsbury, York, Blacksmith Dewsbury 
Pet April 23 Ord April 23 

Curnpertson, Sypney Fairrax, Hotel Cecil, Strand, 
Importer High Court Pet March7 Ord April 23 


Donsoy, Epoar Avstin, Rochdale, Butcher Rochdale 
Pet April 23 Ord April 23 
Dreset, Apo.puE, Anerley, Surrey Croydon Pet 


5 Ord — 24; 
Duxx, Groraz, Alfreton, Derbyshire, Grocer Derby 
Pet April 21 Ord April 23 
Exauisn, Ricuarp, Bishop Auckland, Draper’s Assistant 
Durham Pet April 21 Ord April 21 
Fieckenstein, Warten, Islington, Manufacturer’s Agent 
h Court Pet April 23 Ord April 23 
— — as, ee Drysalter Halifax Pet April 23 


pril 23 

Harpy, Samvet, Horley, Surrey, Florist Croydon Pet 
March 24 Ord April 24 

Harvey, Epwarp, Croydon, Fruiterer Croydon Pet 
April 7 Ord April 24 

Hopason, Witi1aM Massey, Nottingham, Grocer Notting- 
hem Pet April 25 Ord «pri! 25 

Kewmis, Witiiam, Woolton Bill, nr Newbury, Berks 
Breeder of Horses Newbury Pet April 21 Ord 


April 21 
Lesuiz, WiL114M Fores, York gate,Marylebonerd High 
Court Pet Feb 16 Ord April 25 
Maisey, Wittiam, Swindon, Wilts, Racing Tout Swindon 
pril 6 Ord April 25 
MircHe.., Joseru, Hunslet, Leeds Leeds Pet April 23 
Ord April 23 


Mount, Witi1am, Wingham, nr Dover, Farmer Canter- 
Pet April 25 Ord April 25 
Ncuoris, Jos, tford, Wood Turner Greenwich Pet 
March 28 Ord April 24 
Pemso, Cuanies, Hammersmith, Interpreter High Court 
Pet April 24 Ord April 24 
Price, Isaac, Dowlais, Glam, Labourer Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet April 25 Ord April 26 
Reay, Jouy, and Wiii1am Reavy, Etterby, nr Carlisle, Coal 
gents Carlisle Pet April25 Ord April 25 
Rnopis, Cuar.es Joseru, Leeds, Commercial Traveller 
8 Pet April5 Ord April 23 
Ruopgs, Witt1am Herny, Nortun, Durham Stockton on 
Tees Pet April 24 Ord April 24 
Ricnarvson, Davip Morais, Pimlico, Oil Merchant High 
Court bet April 25 Ord April 25 
Rupes, Artuve Ervest, Sharpness, Glos, Bootmaker 
Gloucester Pet April 23 Ord April 23 
Sanperson. Henry Artuvur, Erith, Kent, Contractor 
Rochester Pet April 11 Ord April 23 
Snort, Aipert Epwanp, Normanton, Hairdresser Wake- 
field Pet April 23 rd April 23 
S.ineer, Exvisau, 8t Cumberland, Master Quarry- 
men Whitehaven Pet April 20 Ord April 20 
Suirn, Groncz, Birkdale, Lancs, Contractor Liverpool 
Pet April 23 Ord Apri! 23 
Sxoap, Georce Witi1Am, Boughton Aluph, Kent, Licensed 
Victualler Canterbury Pet April 21 Ord April 21 
Sreanixc, AnpREw, Patricroft, Lancs, Physician Salford 
Pet Apiil 24 Ord Apri! 24 
Tuompson, Henry, 8t Mary Church, Devons, General Out- 
7 fitter Pag a nae og 24 Ord April 24 
onxits. A, Two Mile Ash, nr Horsham, Sussex Brighton 
- a Ord April 25 . 
RENEER, Ricuarp, Truro, Cornwall, Innkee Truro 
Pet April v4 Ord April 24 = 
Trimmer, AtrrEp, Wells, Somerset, Grcecer Wells Pet 
April 25 Ord April 25 
Woopvarr, Wittiam Arruur West Didsbury, Boot Dealer 
chester Pet April 23 Ord April 23 
Yearrs, Groragk Harpwicx. Clevedon, Somerset, Butcher 
Bristol Pet April 24 Ord April 24 
FIRST MEETINGS 
Arnya, Epwix, Blackheath May 7 at 230 Bankruptcy 
igs, Carey st 
Bisnor, Avaustine, Accrington, Wholesale Confectioner 
May 9at1 County Court house, Blickburn 
Brameie, Bensamin. Portsea, C ntractor May 4at3 Off 
Rec, Cambridge junct, High st, Portemon 
Brown, Grorce Tuomas, Bradford, Fruiterer May 4 at 
Off Rec, 31, Manor row. Bradford 
Bryant, Aubert Epwarp, Southampton, Furniture Dealer 
May 7at3.15 Off Rec, 172, High st, Scuthampton 
CapwaLtaprg, Joun Lvcas, Bishop’s Castle, Balop, 
Butcher May 7at10 4, Corn sq, Leominster 
Craic, Ropert, Salford, Lancs May 4 at 2.30 Off Ree, 
Byrom st, Manchester 
Curusertsos, Sypney Fainrax, The Hotel Cecil, Strand, 
Importer May 4 at 230 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 





Davies, Davip Ricnarp, Swansea, Commercial Traveller 
May 8 at 12 Off Rec, 31. Alexandra rd, Swansea 
DixkeLsPiEv, Simon Lewis, King st, Cheapside May 4 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Dv Boys Huperst and Egsxest F Douoras, Ludgate hill 
May 4atil Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Dusy. Georce, Alfreton, Derbys, Grocer May 4 at 12 
Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

Evans, Fraxx Rivovut, 8t Mary Church, Devon May 11 
at 11 The Castle, Exeter 

Fraser, Norman Watpex, Esmond rd, Bedford Park 
May 5at1130 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 

Gotpsteis, Wittiam Isaac, and Zacuatias ZARENSKY, 
Warrington, Furniture Dealers May 4 at 10.50 Court 
house, Palmyra sq. Warrington 

Hoitanp, Tuomas, Leominster, Carpenter May 7 at 10 
4, Corn sq. Leominster 

Howetts, Davin, Ferndale, Glams, Boot Repairer May 7 
at12 136, High st, tee Tsdfil 

James, James ARTHUR, anbadarnfawr, Cardigans, 
Farmer May 8 at 12.30 Town Hall, Aberystwith 

Lixpitey, WittiamM Caarves, Fallowfield, Lancs, Haber- 
dasher May 9at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Masxrey, Partie Jamas, Derby, Coppersmith May 4 at 
11 30 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

Miranve, AtFRep, Blackpool, Grocer May 4 at 3 Off Rec, 
14, Chapel st, Preston 

Mircue.y. Joseru, Leeds May4at12 Off Rec, 22, Park 
row, Leeds 

Osnorne, Grorce Danie, Pontypridd, Engine Driver 
May 4at8 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Parsons, James Satmon, New Bond st, Ladies’ Tailor 
May 9at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Puituirs, Wartrer, Leadenhall st May 7 at 12 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Poo, Witiiam, Crewe, Fitter May 4 at 230 Off Rec, 
King st, Newcastle under Lyme 

Reap, ©, t Dulwich, Surrey, Baker May 7 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Ruopes, CuarLes JoserH, Armley, Leeds, Commercial 
Traveller May 4at 12.30 Off Rec, 22, Park row. Leeds 

Ror, Crarence Henry, Leeds, Artist May 4 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 22. Park row, Leeds 

Sanperson, Hengy — Erith, Kent, Contractor 
May 14 at 11.30 115, High st, Rochester 

Suort, ALBERT Epwarv, Normanton, Yorks, Hairdresser 
May 4atil Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 

S.incER, Exisn, 8t Bees, Cumberland, Master Quarryman 
May 9 at11 County Court house, Whitehaven 

Susans, Grorce, Prittlewell, Essex, Builder May 7 et 3 
95, Temp!e chmbrs. Temple ay 

Tayior, James, Blackburn, Slater May 9 at 1230 County 
Court house, Blackburn 

Tuompsoyx, Henry, St Mary Church, Devon, General Out- 
fitter May 9 at 10.80 Off Rec, 13, Bedford cres, 


Turovrp, Wituam Josern, Lee's, Butcher May 4 at 11 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Treneer, Ricnarp. Truro, Cornwall, Innkeeper May 7 at 
12 Off Res, B»scawen st, Truro 

Watson, Steruen, Windsor May 5 at 3.30 Townhall, 

Ww Ley J Wind C 

ELLS, Epwarp Jouy, Windsor, Carpenter May 5 at 3 

Townhall, Windsor . 


ADJUDICATIONS 

Basuatu. Bevva, Chiswick, Actress High Court Pet Feb 
24 Ord April 24 

Buaker Hveu Oswaup, Teddington, Artist Kingston, 
Surrey Pet April3 Ord April 26 

Brapprook, Roperr Srantey, Penge, Surrey, China 
Dealer Croydon Pet April2 Ord April 19 

Bravy, Tomas, Wickham Market, Suffolk, Farmer 
Ipswich Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

Bryant, Apert Epwarp, Southampton, Furniture 
Dealer Southampton Pet April 21 Ord April 25 

Buckiey, Wittram CHARLES Frepericxk Lez 
CrorsseTTE, Foubert’s pl, Regent st, Wholesale Manu- 
facturers HighCourt Pet April25 Ord Apri! 25 

Burson, Jonx, Wormwood st High Court Pet March 9 
Ord April 23 

Byers, Ravrs, Headlam, Durham Shoemaker Stockton 
on Tees Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

Carr Davin Suarp, Draycott, Somerset, Farmer Wells 
Pet April 23 Ord April 23 

Carter VMMIAM Apsatom, Walsall, Grocer Walsall Pet 
April 23 Ord April 23 

CLace®, Wittram, Wanstrow. Somerset, Hotel Keeper 
Frome Pet March 27 Ord April 23 

Ciece, Groner, Dewsbury, Blacksmith Dewsbury Pet 
April 23 Ord April 23 

Dosson, Epcar Austin, Rochdale, Butcher Rochdale 
Pet April 23 Ord April 23 

Duny, Gaorce, Alfreton, Derby, Grocer Derby Pet 
April21 Ord April 25 

Exeuish, Ricnarp, Bishop Auckland, Draper’s Assistant 
Durham Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

Greex_ Eu, fax, Drysalter Halifax Pet April 23 
Ord April 23 

Harpixne, Wittiam, Bromley, Kent, Tailor Croydon Pet 
Jan19 Ord April 20 

Hoposox, Wittiam Massey, Nottingham, Grocer Notting- 
ham _ Pet April 25 Ord April 26 

Kemis, Witi1amM, Woolton Hill nr Newbury, Breeder of 
Horses Newbury Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

McCiement, Bensamin, Wallasey, Cheshire, Boot Dealer 
Birkenhead Pet March 29 Ord — 24 

Mircuett, Josepn, Leeds Leds Pet April 23 Ord 

M — —F A Blackpool, T 

orraTT, Epwarp Herpert, ckpool, Temperanc3 

Caterer Walsall Pet March 15 Ord april 20 

Mount. Wittiam, Wingham, nr Dover, Farmer Canter- 
bury Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

Payne, Epwin MarsHatt, Birmingham, Farmer Kidder- 
minster P+t March 30 Ord April 24 

Pemso, CHARLes, Hammersmith, Interpreter High Court 
Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

Price, Isaac, Dowlaie, Glam, Labourer Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

Reay, Jouy, 6nd Wittiam Reavy, Etterby, nr Carlisle, Coal 
Agents Carlisle Pet April 25 Ord April 25 





— be ge oe. ee Se Stockton on 
‘ees Pet Apri’ 
Ricnarpson, Davip Monnis, Pimlico, Oil Merchant High 
Court 


Pet April 25 April 25 
Rupes. ArTaur Esgyest, ess, Glos, Bootmaker 
Gloucester Pet April 23 April 23 


Snort, ALBERT Epwargp, Normanton, Yorks, Hairdresser 
Wakefi-ld Pet April 23 Ord April 23 

Suixcer, Ex.1san, 8t Bees, Cum! .M Quarryman 
Whitehaven Pet April 20 Ord April 24 ¢ 

Surrn, Gronox, Birkdale, Lancs, Contractor Liverpool 
Pet April 23 Ord April 23 

Sxoap, Gzorez WiLL1amM, Boughton Aluph, Kent, Licensed 
Victualler Canterbury Pet April 2i Ord April 21 

Suckiine, Witiiam, and WALTER Lorp, Birmingh: 
Bakers Birmingham Pet April 12 Ord April 23 

Tompson, Henry, St Mary Church, Devons, General 
Outfitter Exeter Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

Tircums, Wiii1am MARGeETTS, Birmingham, Wholesale 
Fruiterer Birmingham Pet April9 Ord April 23 

Tonxiyson, Witiam, Birmingham Birmingham Pet 
april18 Ord April 23 y 

Trenger, Ricuarp, Truro, Innkeeper Truro Pet April %4 
Ord April 24 


P 

TrimmeR, ALrgep, Wells, Somerset, Grocer Wells Pet 
April 25 Ord April 25 

Wacker, Ricnarp, Derby, Draper Derby Pet Mar » 
Ord April 25 


Pp 
Wess, Georcr, Birmingham, Baker Birmingham Pet 
April1z Ord April 23 : 
Worros, Hexry Hamepen, Shoreham, Sussex, Commission 
Agent Brighton PetApril18 Ord April 23 
Yeates, Grorce Haapwick, Clevedon Somerset, Butcher 
Bristul Pet April24 Ord April 25 


London Gazetie,—Turspay. May 1. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. , 

ALLEN, Ropert, —— Wells, Cabdriver Tunbridge 
Wells Pet April?5 Ord April 25 

Baxgranp, JoserH, Barrow in Furness, Draper Barrow in 
Furness Pet April28 Ord april 28 — 

Beynett, Epwarp Josern, Leeds, Mechanic Leeds Pet 
April 26 Ord April 26 

Bex, Grorce, and Otiver Granam Bex, Stechford, Wor- 
cuter, Builders Birmingham Pet April 28 Ord 
April 28 ’ 

Brapiey, Davin Tuomas, Selby, Yorks, Publican York 
Pet April27 Ord — 27 : 

BroomHEaD, CHARLES, er, Surrey, Saddler Kingston, 
Surrey Pet April12 Ord April 26 ac 

Capennurst, Jonny, L-icester, Heel Builder Leicester Pet 
Ap il28 Ord April 28 

Carn, JerEwan, Bradford, Shopfitter Bradford Pet 
April2 Ord April 26 


CrossLey, Jouy, Gorton, Lancs, Farmer Manchester Pet 
April 27 Ord April 27 : 
Gene, H, Dford, Essex, Builder Chelmsford Pet Aprilé 
rd 


April 25 , 
General Dealer Pontypridd 


P 
Curitz, Lewis, Pontyprid 
Pet April 27 Ord — 27 P 
Dickenson, ALFRED, and Joan Berritt, Wellingb rough, 
Bout —* Manufacturers Northampton Pet April 27 
Ord April 27 ’ y 
DinspaLe, Owen, Eccleshill Moor Side, Yorks, Carting 
Agent Bradford Pet Avril 25 Ord April 26 
Exus, Arrnur, Sheffield, Estate Agent Sheffield Pet 
April 26 Ord April 26 
—— 4 Harp lane High Court Pet March 30 Ord 
April 27 


Sma Anravn, Birmingham, Sign Writer Birmingham 
Pet April 26 Ord April 26 : 

Grew, Eruecsert Howarp, Barry, Glam, Agent Cardiff 
Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

Groom, Lzonarp Llanmadoc Gower, Glam Swansea Pet 
April 27. Ord April 27 ' 

Hayton, Ricnarp Srocxpate, Bridlington Quay, Yorks, 
Grocer scarborough Pct Aprilis Ord wy a7 
no — Leigh, Lancs, Farmer Bolton Pet April 26 

A 


26 
Hyas, rl Shepherd’s Bush, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet April12 Ord April 27 
Leaker, Henry W, Swansea, Dairyman_ Swansea Pet 
April 12 Ord April 27 ’ 
Lepcarp, Rosert, and Samue. Buckxyatt, York, Fish 
Dealers York Pet April25 Ord april y 
Mancos, Revs«n, Westbourne grove Ladies’ Tailor High 
Court Pet April2s Ord April 26 

Maxrtix, Simon, Walsall Wood, Staffs, Grocer Walsall 
Pet april25 Ord April 25 

Mircue.t, Jonx, Thornbury, Bradford Bradford Pet 
Aprii 25 Ord April 25 

Moopy, Harry, Luton, Bedford, Straw Hat Manufacturer 
Luton Pet a— Ord April 27 

OaxtEy, Exoca, Bolton, Fruiterer Bolton Pet April 27 
Ord April 27 ‘ } 

Pickarp, Witutam Henry, Beeston Hill. Leeds, Commis- 
sion Agent Leeds Pet April 27 Ord April 27 

Porr, Joſtru. Cinderford, Glos, Outfitter Gloucester 
Pet April 28 Ord Apvil 28 

SxamaAN, THomas Joseru, Finsbury pavement, Brewer's 
Accountant High Court Pet Feb3 Ord April 26 

Senior, Wittiam Epwarp Hanging Heaton, York, Butcher 
Dewsbury Pet April 27 Ord April 27 : 

Surru, Joun Kina. Swindon, Wilts, Butch-r Swindon Pet 
April 27_ Ord April 27 

Toomer, J Fietcuer, Gresham st, Railway Contractor 
High Court Pet Jan26 Ord April 26 

TyeReL.. Herpert, Bath Bath Pet April2 Ord April 27 

Vaz, Leonarv, New Cross, Butcher High Court Pet 
April 26 Ord April 26 ‘ 

Voss, AtsErt, Edgware rd High Court Pet March 29 
Ord April 26 : 

White, James Lacey, Tuxford, Notts, Builder Lincoln 

Ord April 27 


Pet April 18 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

Aux, Joux, Poole, Boatbuilder May 8 at 12.30 Off Ree, 
Endless st, Salisbury ‘ 

Batu, Cuartes Epwarp, Hammersmith, Contractor May 
10 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Buiaker, Huan Oswa.p, Teddington, Artist May 8 at 
11.30 24, Railway app, Bridge 











| 23 
t, Butcher 


Tunbridge 
Barrow in 
eeds Pet 
rd, Wor- 
23 «Ord 


an York 
<ingston, 
ster Pet 
rd Pet 
iter Pet 
t April 6 
nty pridd 


) ough, 
April 27 


Carting 
ld Pet 
0 Ord 
ingham 
Cardiff 
ea Pet 
ae 
April 26 
stualler 
a Pet 
» Fish 
High 
Valsall 
Pet 
cturer 
pril 27 
mmis- 
cester 
pwer’s 
26 
itcher 
| Pet 
actor 


ril 27 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


| Vol. 44.] 439 








May 5, 1900. 
, , Rosert Hewry, Penge, China Dealer May | Ricnanpsox, Davip Morais, Pimlico, Oil Merchant May10 | Crosstey, Joux, Gorton, Farmer Manchestsr Pet April 
ep at 1890 ——— — — OF ee ———— Gk Bo tm Cui Ad Ord avell 3 General Dealer Pont: a 
EST, 03, aker niTz, Lewr , ni 
3 Fr May Bat 8 Off Reo, Station road, Glou: Pet 7 ae 


8 ati2 Off Ree, 36, es 
Brows, Epwarp Jouy, Liverpool, May 9 at 12 
gta ty Mey 
ane, Davip SHarp, y 
Cann, DA’ Out Rec, Baldwin st” Bristol 
Curips, Groner, —— Painter May 10 at 12 
Queen’s Hotel, ing ; 
Ciecc, Gzornes, Dewsbury, York, Blacksmith May 10 at 
12 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley f 
Coates. Freperick Ricuarp, Bristol, Builder May 9 at 
12.30 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 








Cvsinc, WaLTes, Maidenhead, Coachbuilder May 9 at 8 
Room 53, Bankru; d Carey st 

Eseutsn, Ricuarp, Bishop Auckland, Draper’s Assistant 
May 8at3 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderiand 

Fiecxeystein, Water, King st, Cheapside, Manu- 
—— Agent May 10 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Caray 8 

Forp, Epmunp Descer, Long Stratton, Norfolk May 8 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswi 

Gut. Taomas Henry, Halifax, Butcher May 9 at 12.30 
Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs. Halifax 

Green, Ext. Halifax, Drysalter May 9 at3 Off Rec, 
‘Townball chmbrs, Halifax 

Hitton, Joux, Lancs, Farmer May 10 at 3 16, 
Wood st, Bolton 

Host Artuvur Grorce, Birmingham, Wine Merchant 
May 9atll1 174, ration st, Birmingham 

Jsxxins, Joux, Blaina, Mon, Grocer May 8 at 12 1835, 
High street. Merthyr Tydfil 

Lams, Resecca, Artuour SHaw, and Joserm Hespen, 
Lom Engineers May 10 at 11 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, 

atley 

Lspcarp, Ropert, and Samvet Bucknauu, York, Fish 

— May 11 at 11.30 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, 
orl 





Leesoy, Witt1am, Sutton in Ashfield, Notts Baker May 
Satil Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 
Lesuiz, Wiitram Fores, i May 8 at il 
Bankruptcy b ry st 

LoyspaLe, James Henry, Chadderton. Lancs, Painter | 
May 8ati1 Off Rec, Bsnk chmbrs, Queen st, Oldham 

Norman. Jonn Wittram, Poole, Carman May Sat 1 Off 
Rec, Endless st, Salis! —— 

OAKLEY. — Bolton, Fruiterer May llat3 16, Wood 
st, on 

Paix, Samumt, Sandbach, Cheshire, Blacksmith May 8 | 
at 11 Off Rec, 23 King Edward st Macclesfield 

Parry, Epwarp, Portmadoc, Innkeeper May 12 at 11 20 
Scorteman Hotel, Portmadoc } 

Payne, Epwin Marsnatt, ao, Farmer y 9! 
at 145 Spencer Thursfield, Solicitor, 12, Oxford st, | 
Kidderminster 


Reay, Joay, and Witiiam Reay, Etterby, or C Coal | 
Agents Mayl5at3 Off Rec, 34, Fisher pag ner 


—— — hay My ey st, Strand May 10 
ankruptcy Carey s 
Scovett, Rionarp, F — Bo >tmaker 
May 9 at 12.80 Off Reo, st, Salis 
Senior, Wittiam Eowarp. Heaton, York, Butcher 
Bag ete Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 
Surru, D, Kingston on Thames, Corn Dealer May 9 at 
11,80 24, Railway app, London B: 
ton Alupb, Kent, 


Bnroap, Grorce ILLIAM, B 
Licensed Victualler May 10 at 9 Off Rec, 68, © 
st, Canterbury 

Sreanina, Anpnew, Patricroft, Lancs, Physician May 9 
at 3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Svoxue, Wittiam, and Watter Lorp, Birmingham, 
Bakers May 9at12 174,60 ion st, Birmingham 

dale, A May 11 at 11.15 


Swirt, WILuiAmM, 
Townhall, R ch 

Tircums, Witt1am Mareertts, Birmingham, Wholesale 
Fruiterer May 10 at 12 174, Corporation st, 


Triwmer, ALFRED, W Somerset, Grocer May 9 at 1 
Off Rec, Baldwin st. 


Watxer, Samvust, Coalville East, Leicstrs, Platelayer May 
16 at 11.30 Midland Hotel, Station st, Burton on Trent 
Warktys, Exvest Georar, Kenn’ , Pablican May 9 


at 12 —— bldgs st 
baler GeoraE, b —* May 10 at 11 174, 


tion st. m 

WELLS, w A, Red Lion st, Holborn, Builder May 11 at 
11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Yeates, Gzonce Harpwick, Clevedon, Somersets, Butcher 
May 9at 1245 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

ADJUDICATIONS, 

Au.ey, Kosert, Tunbridge Wells, Cabdriver Tunbridge 

Wells Pet April 2 


25 Ord April 25 

Arnya, Eowiy, Blackheath High Court Pet April 24 
Ord April 26 

Barrayo Jo3ern, Barrow in Furness, Draper Barrow in 
Furness Pet April23 Ord April 28 

Bewxyett, Epwarp Josepu, Leeds, Mechanic Leeds Pet 
April 23 Ord April 26 

Baapiey, Davin Tuomas. Selby, York, Pablican York 
Pet April2’ Ord April27 

Brown, Epwarp Fraycis Lamegrt, Windsor ct, Monkwell 
* ae High Court Pet March 13 Ord 

pril 28 

Brown, Epwarp Jonx, Liverpool, Baker Liverpool Pet 

March 80 Ori April 23 
, Heel Builder Leicester Pet 


Careynurst, Jouy, 
April23 Ord April 28 

Coatss, Frepericx Ricuarp, Bristol, Builder Bristol 
Pet April 20 Ord April 27 





Cockers... Atrrep, Southsea, Grocer Portsmouth Pet 
April18 Ord April 26 


27 Ord a7 
Dicxseysox, ALFRED, Joux Banarta, Welli 
Boot Upper Manufacturers Northam ton Pe April 
Dixspatz, Owen, Eccleshill Moor Side, Yorks, Carting 
Bradford Pet April 25 Ord April 25 
Ex.is, Asrave, b+} Estate Agent Sheffield ‘Det 


Fiecxensterx, Waurres, King st, Cheapside, Manu- 
facturer’s Agent High Court Pet April 23 Ord 


Grew, Eraeceert Howarp, Barry, Glam, Agent Cardiff 
Pet April 24 Ord April 

Hittow, Joun, Leigh, Lanes, Farmer Bolton Pet April 26 

Kewwepy, Fravx, Notting Hill High Court Pet March 23 
Ord April 26 

Lepvcarp, Ropert, and Samvust Bucxwaut, York, Fish 
Dealers York Pet April25 Ord April 25 

Marsey, Witttam, Swindon, Racing Tout Swindon Pet 
April 6 Ord April 28 

Marcus, Revsewx, Westbourne grove, Ladies’ Tailor High 
Court Pet April 26 Ord 26 

Maatix, Sturox, Walsall Wi Staffs, Grocer Walsall 
Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

Mircug.t.t, Joax, Thornbury, Bradford Bradford Pet 
April 25 Ord April 25 

Moopy, Harry, Luton, Steaw Hat Manufacturer Luton 
Pet April 2 


¢ Ord April 
— — Bolton, Fruiterer Bolton Pet April 27 


27 
Proxarp, 1Lu1aM Henry, Leeds, Commission Agent 
Pet April 27 Ord 
Pops, Josern, Cinterford, Glos, tter Gloucester Pet 


A 
Senior, Vriaaau WARD, Hanging Heaton, Y 
Butcher Dews' Pet April 27 Ord April 27 * 
Surra, Joan “Kixe, Swindon, Butcher Swindon Pet 
April Ord April 


27 
Somervitte, Wititam, Corsham, Wilts, Political Agent 
Bath Pet April 18 Ord April 27 
Spzaemne, Anvrew, Patricroft, Lanes, Physician Salford 
Pet April #4 Ord April 24 
Troop, Tuomas Manyine, Old Kentrd High Court Pet 
Vv. = a Cross, Butcher High Court Pet 
ALE, Leovarp, New a! rt 
vw —— Ord April 26 * s 
ATKINS. Ernest Georar, ington, Publi 
Court Pet March 27 Ord April 26 ih 
Wurre, James Lacey, Tuxford, Notts, Builder Lincoln 
Pet April 18 Ord April 27 
Woop, Wittiam, New Sou 
Crt Pet March 12 Ord April 28 
Woopvatt, WIttiaAM Ca West Didsbury, Lancs, Boot 
aler Manchester April 28 Ord April 27 











INNCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


CLASSES AND TUITION FOR ARTICLED CLERKS. 


TUTORS. 


J. Carrer Harrison, 30, Bedford-row, W.C.—Equity, Conveyancing, Common Law, and Bankruptcy. 


W.C.—Criminal and Magisterial Law ; Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty ; and 





Lronarp H. West, LL.D., Birkbeck Bank-chambers, Chancery-lane, 


Ecclesiastical Law. Stephen’s Commentaries. 


Crasszs for Final Students are held at the Hall of the Society on four 
afternoons each week during the following periods: August to January ; 
January to June. 

_ These periods afford five months’ class preparation, and students are 
gee subscribe for a full course otherwise the work must necessarily 

urried. 

Students may join the classes either before or after the Intermediate 
Examination without subscribing to the course of Postal instruction, but it 
. ~~ anes that they should avail thomselves of both modes of in- 

ruction. 

Subscribers to either Class or Postal instruction have the opportunity of 

consulting the Tutors upon the work of the course in personal interview or 
by letter at any time. 
,_ To those Clerks who are articled at a distance from large towns systematic 
instruction with advice and help is given, and a course of preparation 
through the post has been devised, and is found to be useful where personal 
tuition is impracticable. 

Class instruction is also provided on the selected portions of Stephen's 
Commentaries and the subjects above named, and it is recommended that the 
classes should be joined after the expiration of a course of Postal instruction. 
Students can join the classes at any time, the fees being proportionate to the 
length of attendance, except that no fee shall be less than that for a three 
months’ course. 

Rooms are provided where subscribers may study, and books are supplied 
without extra e, 

Periodical test examinations are held by the Tutors. 

The Classes for Intermediate Students are held in the Hall of the Society 
on three afternoons in each week during the following periods: August to 
November ; October to January ; January to April ; to June. 

Subscribers may subscribe for successive 
_ Books can be obtained from Messrs. Stevens & Sons, or other law lending 
library, for an annual subscription of a guinea and a-half to cover the course 
of work for the Final Examination, and Stephen’s Commentaries can be 
supplied to either Class of Postal Subscribers, at an annual subscription 
of one guinea, on application to the Tutor, Dr. West. 

In the case of students who have not passed the Intermediate Examination 
the Postal instruction is by means of monthly papers, and deals with the 
selected portions of Stephen's Commentaries. 

For those who have passed the Intermediate Examination instruction is 





afforded by fortnightly papers, and embraces the following subjects: Equity 
Conveyancing, Common Law, Bankruptcy, Criminal and Magisterial Law 
Probate, Divorce, Admiralty, and Ecclesiastical Law. 

These papers both before and after the Intermediate Examinations are 
varied each year, so that students who may subscribe for more than one 
year’s tuition receive additional assistance. 

These courses may be commenced at any time, but the Tutors recommend 
that the Intermediate course should be commenced at an early stage of the 
—— and the Final course soon after the Intermediate Examination has 


passed. 

The results obtained have been satisfactory. Many pupils have obtained 
honours, and the percentage of passes is a high one, exceeding 85 per cent. 
of between three and four hundred pupils who last presented themselves for 
examination. It has happened on several occasions that all Olass pupils 
have been successful, and the same has occurred in the case of subscribers to 


the Correspondence Courses. ” 


TERMS. 
FINAL. 

Class Instruction, 5 months. —— £2990 
” vo after Postal Instruction 3 3 0 
” 4 months eve oes eee VU 
* * after previous Postal Instruction 660 
* * 8 months Pa er 770 
90 * after previous Postal Inatruetion.. 650 
ORE year  “ nerigRMidDLA TE. — 

— as, Yam * — * = - 3 3 3 

pat a after previous Postal Instruction... =. |. 4. 8 8 9 
“4 ue. oe eas oe ca ae i 

Articled may attend the Lectures and Ciasses given or held in connection with 
the Inns of under the direction of the Council of upon payment 


Court, 

of half the fees payable by other not being fon Ten & Cone, Be 
Council of the Incurporated La Society ha with the Council of 
tien for pagenant of —— ity et Clerks will also be sfmitted to viva voce 
Examinations at the end of each Term. 

Articled Clerks may obtain particulars of such Lectures and Classes, and vouchers for 
Tickets, upon application to the SzcazTasy of the Incorporated Law Society. 
Cheques and Post Office Orders should be made payable to the Szcnerary, 

and crossed *‘ Messrs. Bancuay & Oo., Limirsp.”’ . 


Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane. © June, 1898. 


J 


— 
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THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 


May 5, 1900. 








ESSRS. INDERMAUR & THWAITES 
(Editors of the ‘‘ Law Students’ Journal,” &c., &c.), 
22, —— London, W.C., continue to read wit 
Students in Class and Privately and through the Post 
for the Solicitors’ Final and Intermediate Examinations 
and for the Bar Final. Particulars personally or by letter 
Norz.—Pupils have the use of a set of rooms and the 
library at 22, Chancery-lane, for study during the day 
Last June Fixau.—Every member of 2 classes (26) who 
had read from 3 to 6 months passed. Out of 15 sent in for 
Honours 10 were in the Honours list, ——e—— 2 Prizemen 
h B.C.L. (Oxford), First Class Honours, late Scholar 
of Christ Church, Editor of the 11th Edition of “Smiths 
Manual of Common Law,’’ continues to PREPARE for 
the Bar and all University Law Examinations. 
Bar Examination, May, 1899—15 sent up, 14 passed 


— 1899—A oe gained the B.C.L. degree at Oxford. 
dress, 11, New-court, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C 





R. CUTHBERT SPURLING, M.A., 


R. BERTRAM JACOBS, LL. B. (Lond.), 

of 61, Fore-street, E.C., Firat in Honours Juris- 

prudence and Roman Law, First in Honours Common Law 

and Equity, Honoursman. Solicitors’ Final, Exhibitione: 

4 University Law Scholar, Coaches for all Law Exam- 
nations. 





W ANTED, Clerkship ; 25 years’ experience 
in High Court Practice. — Bolicitors Journalꝰ 
Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 





CCOUNTANT, qualified, experienced 

with sey Accounts, &c., Disengaged After- 

noons.—Address, A. C. C., 802, Messrs. Deacon’s, Leaden- 
hall-street, E.C 


—— of every Description ex- 
tly done; terms moderate.—Mrs, Winsizy, 
123, Albert-street, Regent’s Park, N.W. 


To PARENTS and GUARDIANS. —A well- 
known Firm of West End House and Estate Agents 
bave a Vacancy for an Articled Pupil ; an excellent oppor- 
tunity fora gentlemanly youth who respects M@ecipline and 
—— pe the business and also general business 
—, two-thirds of which wi'l be returned 
y to Box 61, V — 8, 162, Piccadilly, W. 


ITY. of SHEFFIELD. —The —— 

of Sheffield are prepared to Accept Loans on Mort- 

or it.—For terms apply, Ciry ACCOUNTANT AND 
EGISTRAR, Town Hall, Sheffield. 





— 








OLICITORS, MORTGAGEES, and Others. 

—M. Davis, 40, Ladbroke-grove, London, is always 

with Cash to Purchase every description of Pro- 

the in any state of repair or position in — or 
—— ———— fees if arranged in advance. 


DALRYMPLE HOME, 
Se—e— HERTS. 
under the Act and privately 
For es" &c., spply to 
. 8. D. HOGG, 
Medical Superintenden: 


INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER: 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIE&S. 

Medical Attendant: J. — es. | M.B., 
M.R.C.P. Lond. Principal : H. M. RILBY, Assoc. Soc. 
Study of Poa. Thirty years’ Experience. Excellent 
Leral an Medical References. For terms and particulars 

Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 


INEBRIETY. 
HOME FOR LADIES. 


(Under the 1879 Act Act or privately.) 

Dr. J. M. po —— = Fecsive afew loi y my! hig 
personal care. ome life, with every facility for con- 
genial work and recreation. 

Address : 
Glendalough, Morland Road, Croydon. 








TREATMENT of INEBRIETY and ABUSE of DRUGS. 


HIGH SHOT HOUSE, 
8T. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 


For Gentlemen under the Acts und privately, Terms, 
23 to 5 Guineas. Billiards, Tennis, a &e, 
Apply to Resident Medical — 
E. NEALE, M.B., B.8. 
Telegrams—“‘ Neale, Highshot, Twickenham. 





Th haaral lene iscr-c 


BAYLISS JONES & BAYLISS 
i lt 








— —— 
ai 


WIRE HETTING, Sc. ALL AT VERY tow Prices, 














VICTORIA WORKS. WOLVERHAMP) i ON 


39 & 141, CANNON STREET, EC 





ESTABLISHED 1782. 


PHG@NIX FIRE OFFICE, 
19, Lombard Street, & 57, Charing Cross, London. 


lowest Current Rates. 
Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 
Francis B. Macpona pn, Secretary. 


THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1898. 


aUTHORITY. 





BY 


Bvery requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 
use, 

— — and —_ } a ASSOCIATION 
speedil y printed in the poope ie for registration and 
distribution, SHARE C RTIFICATES, DEBENTURES, 


CHEQUES, &c., engravecd and printed. OFFICIA} 
SEALS designed and executed. No Charge for Sketche 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.O. (corner 
of Serjeants’-inn). 
Annual! and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


THE MOST NUTRITIOUS. 


EPP S'S 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


COCOA 


BREAKFAST— —SUPPER. 


BRAND & COS 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 


Prepared oun nest ENGLISH MEATS 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &e., 


Of all Chemists and Grocers. 





& CO., LTD., MAYF. W., & MAYFAIR / 


BRAND 
WORKS, VAUXHALL, LO N, 8.W. 


INSURANCE OFFICE, 
Founded 1710. 


S UJ N LAW COURTS BRANCH; 4 

40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C, 

A. W. COUSINS, District Manager ; 

Sum | Insured in 1898 Exceeded £430,000, 000. 
Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 

THE IMPERIAL wysvrnance courany 


toarzep, FIRE 
Eatablished 1803. 


1, Old Broad-street, E.C., 22, Pall Mall, 
Chancery-lane, W.C. 


Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000, 
Total Funds over £1, 500,000. 


E, COZENS SMITH, General Managir. 


&.W., and 47, 





FALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


PRINTERS, 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


PaguIAMENTARY Bitts, Minutes or Evipgence, Booxs oF 
ReFEReENcE, STATEMENTS OF CLAIM, ANSWERS, &C., &0. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES 
NEWSPAPERS, 

And all General and Commercial Work, 
Every description of Printing. 


Printers of 7HE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 
and WEEKLY REPORTER, 


27, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C, 











ESTABLISHED 1851. 
South t buildi Chancery-lane, London, Ww. 0” 
CUBRENT ACCOUNTS. 
on the minimum monthly balances, 0 
© when not drawn below £100. iF 
DEPOSIT ACCOUNTS. 
ot J on Deposits, repayable on demand. 2} 1 
STOCKS AND SHARES. 
Stocks and Shares purchased and sold for customers. 
The BIRKBE JK ALMANAOK, with full particulars, 
Post-free. FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manager, 
Telephone No. & Hornonux. 
sain Address: ** BrsksEck, —— 
EDE AND SON, 
ROBE ada MAKERS. 
BY SPECIAL APPCINTMENT. 
To Her Majesty, the. the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 


HOBBS FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Olerks, and Olerke of the Peace. 
Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns, 


ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





MORTGAGES 
ON MANSIONS AND FLATS, 
* Sums awaiting Investment, also on Freehold and 
old Properties, Large Estates or Farms. Good 
— Ground-rents Wanted. Principals 
communication with clients. 


GIBSON’S AUCTION AND ESTATE OFFICE 


| 22, —— * Jaurs’, Lonvox, 8.W. (Telephone 
27 Gerrard 


EETPORDSHIRE Ovvices, St. ALBANS 


(Telephone 333 4); and Hagpenpes. 


ESSRS. HERRING, SON, & DAW, 
AUCTIONEERS, ESTATE AGENTS, VALUEBS, 
Sanitary and Mortgage Surveyors, 
6, IRONMONGER LANE, CHEAPSIDE, E.C., 
308, BRIXTON HILL, 8.W., and 
17, WESTERN BROAD, BRIGHTON. (Established 1773. 





i 








